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1.

Executive Summary

This report includes several requirements to enhance the operation of the City of North Las
Vegas’s (City’s) pretreatment program. Requirement for the City’s pretreatment program are
also included 1n section 12.1 of this report.

The City 1s required to ensure that it identifies and locates all possible industrial users
within its service area.

The City is required to conduct a technical evaluation for local limits, and to develop
local limits for the City’s Water Reclamation Facility CWRE)

The City 15 required to update its sewer use ordinance (SUO) to include information
regarding the City’s WRE and the required streamlining provisions.

The City 1s required to ensure that it issues effective permits to the significant industrial
users (SIUs) in order to control the wastewater contributed to the publically owned
treatment works (POTW) by each industrial user (IU).

The City 1s required to ensure that the language in its Class | and Class I permits
includes the requirement for the facility to notify the City in the event of a significant
change in the wastewater discharged to the City.

The City 1s required to ensure that it samples each SIU at least once each year and keeps
adequate records of these monitoring events.

The City 1s required to ensure that all SIUs are inspected at least once each year, and that
those inspections are adequately documented.

The City 1s required to ensure that the CINTAS Corporation facility adequately stores
chemicals at the facility in accordance with the requirements of the facility’s permit.

The City 1s required to evaluate the need for the SIUs to develop and implement a slug
discharge control plan (SDCP).

The City 1s required to ensure that the Pipe Maintenance Services, Inc. facility properly
operates and maintains the process equipment in accordance with the requirements of its
permit. In addition, the City is required to ensure that the Pipe Maintenance Services, Inc.
facility does not increase the use of potable water or in any other way attempt to use
dilution as a method of treatment for its process wastewater. Furthermore, the City is
required to ensure that the Pipe Maintenance Services, Inc. facility store the chemicals in
the boiler room inside secondary containment in accordance with Part IT, Ttem L of the
permit.

The City 1s required to ensure that the Thermofluids, Inc. facility is not discharging
prohibited waters to the City’s sewer system in accordance with section 13.28.085 of the
City’s SUO. In addition, the City is required to further evaluate the operations at the
Thermofluids, Inc. facility and assess the facility’s potential classification as a CIU.

The City 1s required to ensure that it properly notifies each SIU of its status as such and
of all requirements applicable to it as a result of such status.

The City 1s required to ensure that it reviews and analyzes reports submitted by its Class |
1Us.

The City 1s required to evaluate its permitting process and ultimately ensure that it
controls through permit the contribution to the POTW by each 1U to ensure compliance
with the federal pretreatment regulations.

Tl’he City is required to update its enforcement response plan (ERP) and to reference the
correct City municipal codes.

. Commented [WALTL: Add requirernent to develop and seek

approval for a pretreatnient program for their POTW as
required under 403:8(a).

Commented [WA2L: General comment: dowe want fo
tetein these commernts on individual program elements
separately, of groip then all under requiterment to develop and
seelcapproval forientire pretreafiment program?
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o The City is required to implement its ERP for all discharge violations by its Class I IUs.
o The City is required to ensure that it has allocated the proper resources and qualified
personnel to adequately implement its pretreatment program.

Recommendations for the City’s pretreatment program are also included in Section 12.2 of this
report. As a result of the recent inspection, several recommendations were made.

e It is strongly recommended that the City ensure that it has a current and updated written
agreement in place with the Clark County Water Reclamation District that addresses the
City’s responsibilities for implementing the pretreatment program in the Nellis Industrial
Park. Further, the City should make it a priority to identify which entity is responsible for
regulating the industries within the City that discharge to Clark County.

o It is recommended that the City continue to develop its pharmaceutical take-back
program.

e It is recommended that the City review trends in mercury concentrations for the WRF’s
influent, effluent, and sludge and continue to permit and inspect dental facilities within
the service area.

o It is recommended that the City discuss and review the EPA’s Safer Detergents
Stewardship Initiative (SDSI) program with the industrial laundries in its service area.

o It is recommended that the City continue to develop and distribute outreach materials to
residents about properly disposing of fats, oils, and grease (FOG) waste and procedures
for reporting sanitary sewer overflows (SSOs).

o It is recommended that the City develop and distribute outreach materials on the proper
disposal of nonwoven disposable products to protect the collection system and the POTW
as a whole.

o It is strongly recommended that the City amend the permit to include specific information

on the sampling location; this description may include a photograph or the specific

location where samples should be collected.

Y o e

e It is recommended that the City include more detail about the facility inspections and
include information such as the condition of the pretreatment system, notes on
discussions held, calibration details, and characteristics of the facility’s effluent.

e [t is recommended that the City conduct a followup inspection at the CINTAS
Corporation facility to determine the facility’s need to reinstall the pH monitoring system
to conduct continuous pH monitoring and ultimately ensure that the wastewater 1s within
the permitted pH range. In addition, it is recommended that the City inspectors become
familiar with the CINTAS Corporation facility’s pretreatment system and that the City
recommend the facility develop written standard operating procedures (SOPs) for
operating the pretreatment system in the event that Decon Water Technologies, L1.C is
unavailable. Furthermore, it is recommended that the City conduct a followup inspection
at the CINTAS Corporation to ensure that chemicals are properly stored, and not within
the direct vicinity of the facility’s discharge/sample sump.

o [t is recommended that the City conduct a thorough followup inspection of the G&K
Services facility.

o It is strongly recommended that the City follow-up with the Pipe Maintenance Services,
Inc. facility to ensure that the facility updates the schematics to accurately reflect the
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process flow taking place at the facility. In addition, it is recommended that the City
conduct a followup inspection at the Pipe Maintenance Services, Inc. facility to ensure
that appropriate procedures are in place to eliminate spills and/or events that may create
slug-like discharges to the sanitary sewer.

e It is recommended that the City follow up with the Thermofluids, Inc. facility to ensure
that chemicals are properly stored and contained. In addition, it is strongly recommended
that the City conduct a followup inspection at the Thermofluids, Inc. facility to determine
the potential for chemicals in the warehouse to be discharged to the sanitary sewer from
the tloor drain. Furthermore, the City should determine if the floor drain at the
Thermofluids, Inc. facility needs a more permanent seal and should inspect the floor
drain area as part of its annual inspection.

o [t is recommended that the City use the EPA’s model permit application form to ensure
SIUs complete thorough permit applications in an effort to obtain the necessary
information for properly regulating these entities.

2. Introduction

PG Environmental, LI.C assisted the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Region 9
(collectively, the EPA Inspection Team) in conducting a pretreatment compliance inspection
(inspection) of the City of North Las Vegas’s (City’s) industrial pretreatment program on
September 29-30, 2014. This report describes the primary concerns generated by the recent
inspection.

The files of six non-categorical significant industrial users ( SIUs) were reviewed during the
inspection to provide a general overview of the City’s pretreatment program:

¢ Blue Beacon Truck Wash (non-categorical SIU).

e CINTAS Corporation (non-categorical SIU).

e Darling International, Inc. (non-categorical SIU).

e Pipe Maintenance Service, Inc. (non-categorical SIU).

e Sunshine Fresh, Inc. (non-categorical SIU).

e Thermofluids, Inc. (non-categorical SIU).

Onsite inspections were conducted at Biodiesel of Las Vegas, CINTAS Corporation, G&K
Services, Pipe Maintenance Service, Inc., and Thermofluids, Inc. as a component of the
inspection. Refer to section 9.3, Nondomestic Discharger Site Inspections Conducted during the
Inspection, for more information on the facilities inspected.

2.1 Size of Program

The City’s pretreatment staff manages a pretreatment program that consists of 457 permitted
nondomestic dischargers. City representatives stated that the City has classified 24 of the
dischargers as SIUs as defined at Title 40 of the Code of Federal Regulations (CFR), section
403.3(v); the City permits the dischargers individually as Class I Industrial Users. The City has
classified only one of these SIUs as a categorical industrial user (CIU), Las Vegas Cogeneration,
as required under 40 CFR 423, Steam Electric Power Generating Point Source Category. City
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representatives provided a document titled “Class | Permitted Facilities™ to the EPA Inspection
Team. The document lists 26 Class I industries; however, 2 of the facilities, Veolia Water and
Southern Nevada Detailing, were no longer in operation according to City representatives. The
remaining 433 permitted nondomestic dischargers are permitted by the City as Class I Industrial
Users, a category that includes vehicle wash facilities, medical facilities, automotive painting and
repair facilities, paper printing facilities, construction maintenance facilities, and dental facilities.

According to the City’s 2013 Annual Pretreatment Report, the City permits 19 Class I Industrial
Users and 491 Class II Industrial Users. The Senior Pretreatment Inspector stated that while the
City permits 24 SIUs (Class [ users), only 19 of those facilities discharge to the City of North
Las Vegas Water Reclamation Facility (WRF). The remaining 5 SIUs discharge to the Clark
County Water Reclamation District (Clark County), along with 30 Class 11 Industrial Users.
According to City representatives, nondomestic dischargers at several locations within the City
limits discharge to Clark County. A map of the City’s service area and information provided by
City representatives indicate 6 SIUs that discharge to Clark County are located in the Nellis
Industrial Park, on the east side of Interstate 15 near Nellis Air Force Base. Those SIUs are Basic
Food Flavors, Inc.; Darling International, Inc.; G&K Services; Pipe Maintenance Service, Inc.;
Sunshine Fresh, Inc.; and Superior Linen & Laundry Services. For more information on the
implementation of the pretreatment program for nondomestic dischargers located within the City
but discharging to Clark County, refer to section 2.1, below. The EPA Inspection Team asked the
City representatives about the discrepancy between the number of SIUs provided during the
mspection and the number of SIUs provided in the 2013 Annual Pretreatment Report. According
to the City representatives, the previous pretreatment program supervisor was primarily
responsible for regulating the Class I users, and City representatives were thus unsure why the
previous supervisor reported varying numbers of SIUs. The City representatives thought that the
discrepancy may be related to the fact that the previous pretreatment supervisor did not include
the 6 SIUs that were located within the City limits and discharged to Clark County.

The City does not issue Class I Industrial User permits to food service establishments (FSEs),
which are regulated under a different type of permit. The City permits FSEs under a “Grease
Interceptor Permit.” Refer to section 2.2.6, Performance Measures, of this report for additional
details regarding the City’s FSEs and Grease Interceptor Permits.

The City operates the City of North Las Vegas Water Reclamation Facility (WRF), which first
became operational in 2011. The WRF receives and treats flow from the City, discharging
treated wastewater to the Sloan Channel, which ultimately discharges into Lake Mead. City
representatives explained that prior to the construction of the City’s WRF, the City discharged a
portion of its untreated wastewater to the City of Las Vegas and another portion to Clark County.
The City no longer discharges wastewater to the City of Las Vegas; however, a portion of the
City’s untreated industrial and domestic wastewater is discharged to Clark County for treatment.
The City’s WRF has a dry weather flow capacity of 25 million gallons per day (mgd) and treats
an average of 17 mgd using a submerged membrane bioreactor (MBR) technology.

The City does not accept hauled liquid waste at its WRF. City representatives stated that hauled
liquid waste requests from the general public are redirected to Clark County, which accepts
hauled liquid waste from the Las Vegas Valley.

City of North Las Vegas 7
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211 Contributing Jurisdictions and Other Entities

According to the federal regulations at 40 CFR 403.8(f)(2)(1), the publicly owned treatment
works (POTW) is required to identify and locate all possible industrial users that might be
subject to the POTW’s pretreatment program. City representatives explained to the EPA
Inspection Team that prior to the construction of the City’s WRF in 2011, a portion of the
wastewater from the City’s service area discharged to the City of Las Vegas and another portion
discharged to Clark County. The City had previously entered into inter-local agreements with
each entity regarding the discharge of the City’s wastewater to each entity’s collection system
and treatment plant. City representatives provided the EPA Inspection Team with three inter-
local contract agreements, each of which is summarized below:

o Pretreatment Ordinance Inter-local Agreement Contract between the City of North Las
Vegas and the City of Las Vegas, dated June 6, 1990. This agreement outlines the
implementation and review of each City’s pretreatment ordinance. City representatives
stated that since the construction of the City’s WRF in 2011, the City no longer
discharges wastewater to the City of Las Vegas’s collection system or treatment facilities.
City representatives were unsure if the inter-local agreement contract had been
terminated upon completion of the City’s WREF.

o Inter-local Contract (Wastewater Service) between the City of North Las Vegas and the
Clark County Sanitation District (now the Clark County Water Reclamation District),
dated November 2, 1994. This agreement outlines the conditions of wastewater service
provided by Clark County to the City’s service area located within the Nellis Industrial
Park. Condition 5 of the agreement states, “The DISTRICT and the CITY agree to abide
by the terms of the District/City industrial pretreatment agreement approved concurrently
with this Agreement [described below], and as amended from time to time.”

o [nter-local Contract (Industrial Pretreatment) between the City of North Las Vegas and
the Clark County Sanitation District (now the Clark County Water Reclamation District),
dated November 2, 1994. This agreement outlines the Clark County Sanitation District
pretreatment regulations specific to the customers of the City of North Las Vegas (within
the Nellis Industrial Park) that discharge wastewater to Clark County. Condition 3 of the
agreement specifies that the City and Clark County will issue joint wastewater discharge
permits to all SIUs within the Nellis Industrial Park. Condition 4 identifies the City’s
responsibility to draft the joint permits, conduct inspections and monitoring, and enforce
Clark County Sanitation District pretreatment regulations. Condition 5 specifies the use
of the Clark County Sanitation District Enforcement Response Plan to enforce the Clark
County Sanitation District pretreatment regulations against any offending City customers.
Condition 12 of the agreement states, “This Agreement shall be for a term of fifty (50)
years or until NLV sewer service becomes available, whichever should first occur.
Available is defined to mean a sewer service line within 400 feet of the customer’s
location with a capacity to handle the customer’s discharge.”

The City’s inter-local agreements with Clark County Sanitation District (now the Clark County
Water Reclamation District) refer to the North Las Vegas Municipal Code 4.14; however, this
reference was no longer correct as the City no longer implements this municipal code.
Specifically, City representatives stated that the City’s current sewer use ordinance (SUO; i.e.,
Chapter 13.28 of the City North Las Vegas Municipal Code) was written in approximately 1996.

City of North Las Vegas 8
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They did not know if the inter-local agreements had been modified, updated, or rewritten after
the development of the City’s SUO in 1996, or after construction of the City’s WRF in 2011.

City representatives explained that the City was uncertain about pretreatment program
implementation details for the SIUs located in the Nellis Industrial Park. As previously stated,
the City’s 2013 Annual Pretreatment Report did not identify the SIUSs located within the Nellis
Industrial Park as Class I Industrial Users permitted by the City. Additionally, City
representatives stated that they did not know who was responsible for implementing the
pretreatment program in the areas of the City that discharged to Clark County—the City or Clark
County. City representatives also stated that they were unsure who was responsible for
pretreatment program implementation (the City or Clark County) for a number of “border
facilities” (i.e. facilities located on the border of the City limits and Clark County) that
discharged to Clark County. Although it appeared that the inter-local contract between the City
of North Las Vegas and Clark County dated November 2, 1994 may be void due to the
availability of the City’s sewer service, City representatives were not aware of another agreement
defining the responsibility of each entity in implementing a pretreatment program. As a
component of the inspection, the EPA Inspection Team visited the Biodiesel of Las Vegas
facility that was located within the City but discharged to Clark County. City representatives did
not know who was responsible for permitting, sampling, and inspecting the facility. For more
information on the facility inspection, refer to section 9.3, Nondomestic Discharger Site
Inspections Conducted during the Inspection.

Due to the lack of updated written agreements between various entities and the City regarding
program implementation, and uncertainties related to the entity responsible for regulating
nondomestic discharges from industrial users (IUs), the City is required to ensure that it
identifies and locates all possible 1Us, in accordance with the federal regulations at 40 CFR
403.8(f)(2)(1). Further, it is strongly recommended that the City ensure that it has a current and
updated written agreement in place with the Clark County Water Reclamation District that
addresses each entity’s responsibility for implementing the pretreatment program in the Nellis
Industrial Park.

22  Focus Topics

Before the inspection, the City was asked to complete a survey that covered the following focus
topics. City representatives provided the following industrial pretreatment program information.

221 Significant Noncompliance

The City’s Senior Pretreatment Inspector is responsible for calculating the number of SIUs in
significant noncompliance (SNC). These calculations are completed electronically using a
spreadsheet. City representatives stated that the previous pretreatment program supervisor was
responsible for calculating SNC prior to his departure in July 2014. The City’s 2013 Annual
Pretreatment Report, completed by the previous pretreatment program supervisor, stated that the
facility’s SIUs (the 19 that discharge to the City’s WRF) were in compliance during the 2013
calendar year. City representatives stated that they were unable to locate the previous
supervisor’s SNC calculations; therefore, they were unable to confirm that none of the City’s
SIUs were in SNC during the 2013 calendar vear. éThe City is reminded that. according to 40
CFR 403 8(hH(2)(viil) of the federal regulations. the City must comply with the public
participation requirements, including at least annual public notification of [Us which, at any time
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during the previous 12 months. were in SNC with applicable pretreatment requirements. This
notification must be published in a newspaper of general circulation that provides meaningful

public notice within the jurisdiction(s) served by the POTW. | . Commented [WA3]: This also sounds like it conld be a
iolation of recor ping: requirenients under 40 CFR:
463 1200y =3t so, vite this as well:

It should be noted that the City’s SUO and enforcement response plan (ERP) did not accurately
state the federal definition of SNC according to the streamlining regulations. For more
information on the City’s SUO, refer to section 6, Legal Authority, section 6.1, Streamlining
Provisions, and section 8, Application of Pretreatment Standards and Requirements, of this
report.

222 Pharmaceutical Recovery

The City does not have a formal pharmaceutical recovery program. However, the City
contributes to the Clark County “Pain in the Drain” Web site; other contributors include Clark
County, the City of Las Vegas, and the City of Henderson. The Web site describes various topics
of concern related to discharges to the POTW, including fats, oils, and grease (FOG) waste
disposal; pharmaceutical disposal; and illegal dumping. In addition, City representatives stated
that the “Pain in the Drain” Web site identifies drop-box locations for unwanted pharmaceuticals
at various Las Vegas Metropolitan Police Department substations throughout the Las Vegas
Valley, two of which are located within the City limits. A link to the “Pain in the Drain” Web
site is located on the “Utilities” page of the City’s Web site. Furthermore, the City also directs
residents to (and provides a link to) the Southern Nevada Health District Web site, which
provides information regarding proper disposal of pharmaceuticals.

City representatives stated that they were considering adding pharmaceutical disposal outreach
material to resident water bills and that the topic would be discussed at the next quarterly
regional pretreatment coordinator meeting.

It is recommended that the City continue to develop its pharmaceutical take-back program. The
City could target locations such as senior care centers, hospitals, and pharmacies. Pharmaceutical
waste in the POTW’s effluent can have a detrimental effect on the health of receiving waters.
Pharmaceutical take-back events have proven to be a simple and effective way of reducing the
harmful effects of pharmaceuticals on human health and aquatic organisms. Successful take-back
programs have been implemented in California’s San Francisco Bay Area by the Bay Area
Pollution Prevention Group (BAPPG); EPA considers the BAPPG programs to be model
systems.

223 Streamlining

The City representatives stated that the SUO had not been updated or modified since its
development in approximately 1996; therefore, the City had not incorporated the mandatory and
optional portions of the EPA’s pretreatment streamlining regulations in its SUO. The EPA
Inspection Team reviewed the SUO and confirmed that none of the federally required
streamlining modifications were included. For more information on the City’s SUO, refer to
section 3, Pretreatment Program Modifications, section 6, Legal Authority and section 6.1,
Streamlining Provisions of this report.

City of North Las Vegas 10
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224 Dental Mercury

City representatives explained to the EPA Inspection Team that the City’s pretreatment program
issues Class II Industrial User permits to dental facilities within the City’s service area. The
Class II permits require the use of amalgam traps, screens, and vacuum separators. According to
the information provided by City representatives, the City has identified 11 dental facilities
within the service area and regulates these facilities via permits and inspections. City
representatives indicated that the 11 dental facilities have traps, screens, and vacuum separators
in place to collect and dispose of the dental amalgam.

The City’s local limit for mercury is 0.001 milligrams per liter (img/1.). City representatives
stated that the mercury levels in the City’s influent and effluent have been below the detection
limit. In addition, City representatives stated that data regarding mercury levels in the City’s
wastewater was included in the 2013 Annual Pretreatment Report; however, the EPA Inspection
Team did not find this information when reviewing the 2013 Annual Pretreatment Report.

It is recommended that the City review trends in mercury concentrations for the WRE’s influent,
effluent, and sludge and continue to permit and inspect dental facilities within the service area.

225 Industrial Laundries

At the time of the inspection, 8 industrial laundry facilities were located within the City’s service
area which had been issued Class I permits. In addition, a number of commercial laundry
facilities were located within the City’s jurisdiction, which had been issued Class II permits.

City representatives did not know if the City had discussed the EPA’s Safer Detergents
Stewardship Initiative (SDSI) program with the industrial laundries. City representatives stated
that the previous pretreatment program supervisor had been responsible for communicating with
the City’s industrial laundries, as well as conducting inspections at the facilities. City
representatives also did not know if any of the 8 facilities participated in the SDSI program or
made any voluntary efforts to reduce the use of nonylphenol ethoxylates (NPEs) in their
operations. The Senior Pretreatment Inspector indicated that the pretreatment program staff
planned to discuss the SDSI program with the industrial laundries within the City’s service area.

It 1s recommended that the City discuss and review the EPA’s SDSI program with the industrial
laundries in its service area. SDSI is a voluntary program to commit to the use of safer
surfactants. Safer surfactants are those which break down quickly to non-polluting compounds,
helping to protect aquatic life in both freshwater and saltwater environments. NPEs are an
example of a surfactant class that does not meet the definition of a safer surfactant.

2.26 Performance Measures

According to the information provided by the City’s Utilities Operations Manager, the City
experienced 6 sanitary sewer overflows (SSOs) during the 2013 calendar year. The Utilities
Operations Manager stated that SSOs experienced in the City have primarily been attributed to
accumulated debris and residential grease in the collection system. Furthermore, the Utilities
Operations Manager stated that restaurants have contributed to FOG-related blockages that
resulted in SSOs. The FSEs that have contributed to SSOs are monitored more frequently than
FSEs without a history of contributing to SSOs.
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FSEs are permitted by the City under what City representatives referred to as Grease Interceptor
Permits. Chapter 13.24.080 of the City North Las Vegas Municipal Code identifies a specific
permit classification as “Grease trap/interceptor.” However, Chapter 13.28.150, Wastewater
Contribution Permit-Classification, of the SUO does not identity “Grease trap/interceptor” as a
specific classification of wastewater contribution permits. It should be noted that Chapter
13.28.210, Sand, Grease, and Oil Traps, of the SUO requires each restaurant that discharges
grease waste to install and maintain an approved grease trap or oil interceptor to “prevent
excessive discharges of grease and oil into the system.” In addition, Chapter 13.28.210 states,
“Any grease trap or oil interceptor or sand and o1l interceptor that is required by this section shall
be readily accessible for inspection by the authorized personnel of the City and shall be properly
maintained to ensure that accumulations of grease and oil or sand and oil, as the case may be, do
not impair the efficiency of the trap or interceptor or are not discharged with the effluent, or
both.” If the City intends to enforce Grease Interceptor Permits, then it must modify its SUO to
ensure that Grease Interceptor Permits are wdentified as a specific classification of wastewater
contribLition permits, to ensure that the City has the proper legal authority to enforce these
permits.

The City provides commercial and residential outreach material for proper FOG management
and disposal. As previously stated, the City contributes to the Clark County “Pain in the Drain™
Web site, which offers information regarding the impact of discharging FOG-related waste to the
POTW as well as proper disposal methods that should be implemented when disposing of FOG
wastes. In addition, City representatives stated that the City runs informational booths at various
environmental events in the Las Vegas Valley, including Earth Day and National Night Out. At
these booths, the City provides the general public with FOG management information.
Furthermore, City representatives stated that in the past, City inspectors provided FOG brochures
to residential customers near areas where SSOs occurred; however, they were unaware if
brochures were still being distributed in these areas. It is recommended that the City continue to
develop and distribute outreach materials to residents about properly disposing of FOG waste
and procedures for reporting SSOs. Targeted outreach should be provided to areas with a high
volume of residential housing and areas with numerous FSEs.

227 Potential Cleanups or Criminal Violations

The City is unaware of facilities that might close and leave a cleanup needing public funding.
The City has not identified facilities that appeared to have knowingly violated pretreatment or
other environmental requirements.

228 Nonwoven Disposable Products

City representative informed the EPA Inspection Team that the collection crew has reported two
events in which nonwoven disposable products had accumulated in the collection system,
causing disturbances with the system pumps. City representatives stated that the City had not yet
developed outreach materials for the general public describing the effects of discharging
nonwoven disposable products to the collection system. The City’s WRF Administrator currently
serves on the Flushables Task Group of the Water Environment Federation; this group is tasked
with helping the wastewater industry develop standards and implement practices for dealing with
nonwoven disposable products in the collection systems. It is recommended that the City develop
and distribute outreach materials on the proper disposal of nonwoven disposable products to
protect the collection system and the POTW as a whole.
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3. Pretreatment Program Modifications

The federal pretreatment regulations at 40 CFR 403.18 require the City to notify the approval
authority of any modifications it intends to make to its pretreatment program.

City representatives explained that during 2009 and 2010 the City lost approximately 1,200
employees, as a result of the economic downturn. In addition, the City’s previous pretreatment
program supervisor unexpectedly retired in July 2014. Furthermore, City representatives
explained that the majority of the City’s pretreatment personnel were part time, and that
currently, the City only had one fulltime pretreatment position, the Senior Pretreatment
Inspector, who had recently been promoted to Pretreatment Program Supervisor (however, to
avoid confusion, he is referred to as the Senior Pretreatment Inspector throughout the report).

City representatives explained to the EPA Inspection Team that the City had experienced
multiple staff changes within the pretreatment program over the past 10 years and that the
program has suffered as a result of these changes. City representatives explained that in 2005, the
pretreatment program was re-staffed to include a new pretreatment program supervisor, a senior
pretreatment inspector, and seven part-time pretreatment inspectors. The part-time pretreatment
inspectors are responsible for performing compliance sampling at all permitted nondomestic
dischargers, as well as conducting annual inspections at the Class II Industrial User facilities. In
addition to their pretreatment responsibilities, the part-time pretreatment inspectors are
responsible for cleaning and maintaining (e.g., video inspecting) the City’s sanitary collection
system. The Senior Pretreatment Inspector is responsible for assisting with Class 11 Industrial
User facility annual inspections, as well as identifying and permitting new industrial users.
According to City representatives, the previous pretreatment program supervisor had been the
sole person conducting Class I Industrial User inspections. In addition, they stated that the City
has lost two of its part-time pretreatment inspectors and that those positions were still vacant at
the time of this inspection.

City representatives explained that prior to July 2014, the majority of the pretreatment program
was implemented by the previous pretreatment program supervisor, with very little transparency
or open communication with other City staff. They stated that since the unexpected departure of
the previous pretreatment program supervisor, the Senior Pretreatment Inspector, along with
other City staff, has begun reviewing the City’s pretreatment program organization and
implementation. The Senior Pretreatment Inspector has identified shortcomings with the
program, particularly in the areas of documentation and enforcement.

The Senior Pretreatment Inspector stated that data management and managing pretreatment files
were the responsibility of the previous pretreatment program supervisor, and that the majority of
1U files were maintained as hardcopy files within the previous supervisor’s office. City
representatives stated that after his departure, the City was unable to locate a vast majority of the
City’s U files, including monitoring data, inspection records, general correspondence, and
enforcement documentation. City representatives explained that the majority of the hardcopy
files were not recovered after his departure and that the City was currently going through the
previous pretreatment program supervisor’s computer hard drive and e-mail to recover missing
formation. Furthermore, they explained that they were in contact with the Class I Industrial
Users, as well as with the contract laboratories, to recover missing information, particularly self-
monitoring data.
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The Senior Pretreatment Inspector provided laboratory data that had been received from the IUs
and contract laboratories to the EPA Inspection Team, but stated that the sampling data had not
been reviewed by the City. The EPA Inspection Team conducted a cursory review of a portion of
the data, and identified several discharge violations. Refer to section 10, Enforcement, of this
report for additional details regarding Class I Industrial User discharge violations.

According to City representatives, the City’s SUO, Chapter 13.28 of the City of North Las Vegas
Municipal Code, was developed in approximately 1996, and the SUO has not been modified
since. The City was in the process of preparing to modify its SUO in response to the recent staff
changes; however, such modifications had not yet commenced at the time of the inspection. For
more information on the City’s SUO, refer to section 6, Legal Authority, and section 6.1,
Streamlining Provisions, of this report.

4 Local Limits

The federal pretreatment regulations at 40 CFR 403.5(¢) require POTWs to develop and enforce
local limits in order to implement the general and specific prohibitions at 40 CFR 403.5(a) and
(b). The pretreatment regulations also require POTWs to continue to develop these local limits as
necessary and to effectively enforce the limits.

City representatives explained that when the pretreatment program was developed, the City was
not responsible for treating wastewater; instead, the City was conveying domestic and industrial
wastewaters from the City to the City of Las Vegas and to Clark County for treatment. Since two
separate entities were receiving the City’s wastewater, the City adopted two separate local limits;
each set of local limits was adopted sometime between 1994 and 1996. Enforcement of the local
limits for the City’s IUs depended on which treatment facility received flow from the IU. In
addition, City representatives stated that the limits had not been reviewed or evaluated since their
adoption. Furthermore, they stated that local limits had not been developed for the City’s WRF,
which was constructed in 2011. Currently, the City was enforcing both the local limits developed
for the City of Las Vegas Water Pollution Control Facility and the local limits for Clark County,
neither of which was developed to protect the City’s WRF. City representatives explained that
the 1Us that discharge to the City’s WRF are required to comply with the local limits that were
developed for the City of Las Vegas Water Pollution Control Facility. They stated that no
instances of pass through, interference, or upset had occurred at the WRF from industrial
discharges during 2013.

It should be noted that the City’s SUO was not updated upon completion of the City’s WRF in
2011, therefore, the SUO does not contain limits that were technically developed for the City’s
WRF treatment capacities. City representatives stated that they were aware of the need to
develop new local limits for the City’s WREF and that they were scheduled to meet with
laboratory staff to discuss a new local limits technical evaluation. The City is required to conduct
a technical evaluation for local limits, and to develop local limits for the City’s WRF, as stated in
CFR 403.5(c). This local limit evaluation should be a priority for the City.‘
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5. Nondomestic Discharger Characterization

The federal pretreatment regulations at 40 CFR 403.8(f)(2) require POTWs to develop and
implement procedures to identify and locate industrial users that might be subject to the local
pretreatment program. These procedures must also include proper categorization of all SIUs as
defined at 40 CFR 403.3(v).

The City has implemented a number of procedures to identify and locate possible nondomestic
dischargers. The City’s pretreatment staff receives business license and building permit
notifications from the City’s Building Safety Division or Business License Division. For new
building permits for potential Class I Industrial Users, the Senior Pretreatment Inspector reviews
and approves the building plans. New businesses requesting a connection to the City’s collection
system are required to complete wastewater informational surveys.

In addition, the City’s Senior Pretreatment Inspector stated that the City conducts annual audits
of specific areas of interest within its service area to identify unpermitted industrial users. During
audits, City inspectors conduct “knock and talks” at industries that may be operating within the
City but without a wastewater contribution permit. The Senior Pretreatment Inspector stated that
both Class I and Class Il Industrial Users have been identified during these annual City audits.
City representatives were unable to produce documentation of the annual City audits.

Additionally, according to City representatives, the City’s collection system crew notifies the
pretreatment staff if they notice new businesses or if they identify issues within the system while
cleaning and inspecting the sewer lines, which are activities conducted on a daily basis.

City representatives stated that the City maintains open communication with both the Southern
Nevada Health District and the City of North Las Vegas Fire Department regarding facilities that
maintain a large quantity of hazardous waste or chemicals onsite. City representatives also stated
that the pretreatment staff reviews newspapers and conducts Internet searches for potential
nondomestic discharges that may be subject to regulation by the City’s pretreatment program.

City representatives stated that the City’s pretreatment staff maintains open communication with
pretreatment staff from the surrounding municipalities located within the Las Vegas Valley.
Specifically, the pretreatment program supervisors from each pretreatment program meet
quarterly to discuss program implementation, recent issues, new industrial users, and any
changes or modifications to state or federal pretreatment regulations.

Although City representatives mentioned several methods used to identify potential nondomestic
dischargers within its service area, the City was unaware of the specific role it played in
regulating potential nondomestic dischargers located within the City but discharging to Clark
County. Specifically, the EPA Inspection Team asked City representatives about processes and
procedures to address nondomestic dischargers in these portions of the City’s service area. City
representatives were unsure which entity (the City or Clark County) was ultimately responsible
for implementing the pretreatment program in these areas. As a result of the aforementioned
uncertainties regarding program implementation, the EPA Inspection Team conducted an
mspection at the Biodiesel of Las Vegas facility located within the City, but that discharged to
Clark County (refer to section 9.3 for further information). The City is required to ensure that it
identifies and locates all possible IUs that might be subject to the POTW pretreatment program
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in accordance with the federal regulations at 40 CFR 403.8(f)(2)(1). Further, it is strongly
recommended that the City meet with Clark County and develop a written agreement (or update
the existing agreement) describing each entity’s responsibility in implementing the pretreatment
program. Further, the City should make it a priority to identity which entity is responsible for

repulating the industries within the City that discharge to Clark County. | 1| Commented [WABI: Scc comment o p.14

6. Legal Authority

The federal pretreatment regulations at 40 CFR 403.8(f) require every POTW subject to the
national pretreatment program to have the necessary legal authority to apply and enforce sections
307(b) and (c) and section 402(b)(8) of the Clean Water Act. As noted previously, the City last
modified its SUO in 1996. City representatives stated that they were aware of the information
missing from the SUO and were in the process of preparing to modify its SUO. The EPA
Inspection Team requested the version of the SUO that was currently being modified by the City;
however, this was not provided by the City at the time of the inspection. Therefore, the EPA
Inspection Team was unable to verify that the City was in the process of modifying its SUO.

Section 13.28.025 of the City’s SUO defines the term “system™ as “the wastewater collection of
the city [City of North Las Vegas] and/or the treatment system of the city of Las Vegas and/or
Clark County sanitation district and, without limitation, includes sewer service connections and
all of the facilities that are used by the city for the collection, pumping, transportation, treatment
and final disposal of wastewater.” The City’s SUO was not updated upon completion of the
City’s WRF in 2011, therefore, the SUO does not identify the City’s WRF as a wastewater
treatment facility. In order to ensure that the City has the proper legal authority to include its
WRF in the “system,” the City is required to update its SUO to include information regarding the
City’s WRF.

In addition. it should be noled that the City's ERP idenlified an addilional SNC criterion that was
not identified in the SUO. Specifically. Criteria Item I under the ERP s definition of SNC defines
an SNC criterion as “refusal by an I to allow Control Authority personnel access to its facility
"This criterion was not included in the definition of SNC in the SUO. I the City intends to
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On October 14, 2005, EPA promulgated several changes to the general pretreatment regulations
(streamlining rule). The following list indicates where to find these changes in the newly revised
general pretreatment regulations at 40 CFR Part 403.

e Sampling for pollutant not present (40 CFR 403 .8(£)(2)(v), 40 CFR 403.12(e)).

e General control mechanisms (40 CFR 403.8(£)(1)(1i1)).

¢ Best management practices (BMPs) (40 CFR 403.5, 403.8(f), 403.12(b), (e), (h)).
e Slug control plans (40 CFR 403.8(H)(1)(1i)(BX6), 403.8(H(2)(vi)).

e Equivalent concentration limits for flow-based standards (40 CFR 403.6(c)(6)).

¢ Equivalent mass limits for concentration-based standards (40 CFR 403.6(c)(5)).
e Use of grab and composite samples (40 CFR 403.12(b), (d), (e), (g), (h)).

e Significant noncompliance criteria (40 CFR 403.8(f)(2)(viii)).

e Removal credits (40 CFR 403.7(h)).
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e Nonsignificant CIU (40 CFR 403.3(v)(2), 403 .8(D)(2)V). (v1), 403.12(e)(1), (g), (1), (qQ)).
e Middle-tier CTU (40 CFR 403.8(H)(2)(v)(C), 403.12(e)(3), (1)).
e Miscellaneous changes (40 CFR 403.12(g), (4), (1), (m)).

Many of the streamlining provisions are changes that the POTW may adopt at its discretion. A
few of the provisions, however, require the City to revise its legal authority. These required
changes include:
e 40 CFR 403.8(H)) D) (1i)(B)(6)—-clarification that slug control requirements must be
referenced in SIU control mechanisms.
e 40 CFR 403.8(H)(2)(viii){A—C) —revisions to the SNC definition.
e 40 CFR 403.12(g)—modifications to the sampling requirements and clarification of the
requirement to report all monitoring results.
e 40 CFR 403.8(H)(2)(vi)—provision requiring SIUs to notify the POTW immediately of
any facility changes affecting the potential for a slug discharge.

The EPA Inspection Team reviewed chapter 13.28 of the City’s municipal code (SUO) and
identified that the required streamlining provisions had not been added to the SUO. The City is
required to update its SUO to include the required streamlining provisions, identified above.

7. Control Mechanisms

To ensure compliance with applicable pretreatment standards, the federal pretreatment
regulations at 40 CFR 403.8(f)(1)(iii) require POTWs to control the discharges from
nondomestic dischargers by using control mechanisms (permits or other similar means). The
EPA Inspection Team reviewed the wastewater contribution permits of five of the six Class I
Industrial Users files reviewed as a component of the inspection (a permit for Sunshine Fresh,
Inc. was not located in the City’s files during the inspection). The EPA Inspection Team
observed that most of the Class I wastewater contribution permits were expired at the time of the
inspection. The City’s Senior Pretreatment Inspector and Operations Supervisor indicated that it
was possible that some of the City’s Class [ users were discharging under expired permits;
however, permitting the Class I users had been the responsibility of the previous pretreatment
program sUpervisor.

Based on the information provided during the inspection, the EPA Inspection Team determined
the following Class I Industrial Users were discharging wastewater to the City’s WRF under
expired permits:

e Blue Beacon Truck Wash — Eftective April 1, 2009; Expired March 31, 2014.

e CINTAS Corporation — Effective September 1, 2009; Expired August 31, 2014.

e Darling International, Inc. — Effective February 1, 2005; Expired January 31, 2010.

e Pipe Maintenance Service, Inc. — Effective November 21, 2005; Expired November 20,

2010.

1t appeared to the EPA Inspection Team that one Class [ Industrial User, Thermofluids, Inc., was
discharging under an effective permit. Specifically, the City maintained an electronic copy of the
facility’s Class I user permit, which was reviewed as a component of the inspection. The
electronic copy of the permit identifies an effective date of June 1, 2005 and an expiration date of
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May 31, 2010; however, the header of the electronic permit identifies an effective date of June 1,
2010 and an expiration date of May 31, 2015. In addition, a permit cover page submitted with
semiannual self-monitoring data identifies a permit expiration date of May 31, 2015, with a
hand-written note stating, “Date of permit to be extended by NLV — Enviro Supr. Tom Rura.”
The EPA Inspection Team did not identify additional documentation that indicated the facility’s
permit had been extended.

During the onsite inspection of CINTAS Corporation’s facility, the EPA Inspection Team
requested the facility’s onsite copy of its Class I wastewater contribution permit, which was
provided by the onsite representative. It should be noted that the permit provided to the EPA
Inspection Team by the facility representative was not the same permit that was included in the
City’s file for the facility. The EPA Inspection Team observed that the onsite copy of the
facility’s permit expired on August 31, 2014 (compared to the City’s version, which identified an
expiration date of August 31, 2009). When asked about whether the facility was aware of the
expired wastewater contribution permit, the onsite facility representative stated that the facility
had reached out to the City earlier in the summer of 2014 regarding the expiration date of the
permit. The onsite facility representative explained that the previous pretreatment program
supervisor had instructed the facility to keep discharging under the expired permit. The onsite
facility representative stated that communication between the facility and the previous
pretreatment program supervisor regarding the permit expiration had been done verbally, via
telephone, and that the facility had not received a notice in writing from the City about
discharging to the City under an expired wastewater contribution permit. Page 2 of the expired
permit states, “If the Permittee wishes to continue to discharge process industrial wastewater
after the expiration date of this permit, an application must be filed for a renewal permit in
accordance with the requirements of NLVMC § 13.28.330 a minimum of 60 days prior to the
expiration date.”

In addition, the CINTAS Corporation Class I wastewater contribution permit, which became
effective on September 1, 2009, had not been modified to correctly identity the receiving
treatment plant. Specifically, page 2 of the permit states, “Please be aware that the wastewater’s
eventual destination is the City of Las Vegas (CI.V) wastewater facilities system and treatment
plant.” City representatives explained to the EPA Inspection Team that the City’s WRF was
constructed in 2011, and that facilities that had previously discharged wastewater to the City of
Las Vegas were now discharging to the City’s WREF.

According to the federal regulations at 40 CFR 403.8(f)(1)(ii1), the City is required to control
through permit, order, or similar means, the contribution to the POTW by each 1U to ensure
compliance with applicable pretreatment standards and requirements. The City had developed
new wastewater contribution permits for the City’s Class I Industrial Users that contained an
effective date of October 1, 2014, which had not yet been signed or provided to the IUs. Due to
the number of expired (and thus invalid) permits issued to SIUs within the City’s service area,
the City is required to ensure that it issues effective permits to the SIUs in order to control the
contributed to the POTW by each U in accordance with the federal regulations at 40 CFR
403.8(H)(1)ii).
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71 Notification of Significant Change in Discharge

According to the 40 CFR 403.12(j) of the federal regulations, “All IUs shall promptly notify the
Control Authority in advance of any substantial change in volume or character of pollutants in
their discharge.” As a component of the 2014 inspection, the EPA Inspection Team reviewed the
CINTAS Corporation permit, which did not contain the requirement to notify the control
authority in the event of a significant change in discharge. Therefore, the City is required to
ensure that the language in the permit includes the requirement for the facility to notify the City
in the event of a significant change in discharge as stated at 40 CFR 403.12(}) of the federal
regulations.

7.2 Sampling Location

According to 40 CFR 403.8(H)(1)(11i)B)4) of the federal regulations, control mechanisms must
be enforceable and contain self-monitoring, sampling, reporting, and notification and
recordkeeping requirements, including an identification of the pollutants to be monitored,
sampling location, sampling frequency, and sample type, based on applicable general
pretreatment standards. As a component of the inspection, the EPA Inspection Team reviewed
the CINTAS Corporation permit issued by the City and provided to the EPA Inspection Team
during the onsite inspection. According to Part 1.a of the permit, the outfall is identified as “001-
plant operations.” According to Part IL A of the permit, “The permittee shall sample the
discharge emanating from its outfall(s) semi-annually for all parameters specified in this permit.”
From the mnformation provided in Part 1.a of the permit, it is unclear where samples should be
collected. It is strongly recommended that the City amend the permit to include specific
information on the sampling location; this description may include a photograph or the specific
location where samples should be collected. Compliance and self-monitoring samples should be
collected from the same location in order to ensure consistency in sampling procedures by each
entity. The City is reminded that according to 40 CFR 403.12(b)(5)(it), samples should be
representative of the facility’s daily operations. Specifically, samples should be collected from a
location that is representative of the facility’s daily processes and should not be diluted by
sources of domestic wastewater.

8. Application of Pretreatment Standards and Requirements

The federal pretreatment regulations at 40 CFR 403.8(f)(1) require the City to have the legal
authority to require compliance with applicable pretreatment standards and requirements and to
ensure compliance with these standards and requirements through the use of control mechanisms
such as permits.

The EPA Inspection Team was unable to verify whether the City was implementing an approved
pretreatment program, as required by 40 CFR 403.8. Specifically, the City’s original approved
pretreatment program and SUO were developed prior to the construction of the City’s WRF,
described in section 2.1, Size of Program, of this report. It did not appear that the City had
modified its pretreatment program or SUO upon completion of the City’s WRF. Part LA.18 of
the City’s NPDES permit (NPDES No. NV0023647) requires the City to implement and enforce
a pretreatment program under 40 CFR 403, including any subsequent regulatory revisions to 40
CFR 403. Additionally, according to part . A.18.a of the City’s NPDES permit, “The permittee
will comply with the Pretreatment Program as submitted to and approved by the Division
[Nevada Division of Environmental Protection] and EPA. The program shall include written
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agreements, with all sewage agencies who contribute flows to the treatment facility, that provide
the Permittee with the legal authority to enforce the pretreatment program.” As required by part
L. A.18.a of the NPDFb permlt the City must 1mplement an FPA approved pretreatm ent
program. : 2 3
is-strenghy- mc-{rmmen&a& tha:t the-City-eommunieate-this- te FERA:

';The City 1s reminded that in the event that it makes a modification to its pretreatment program . it
is required to notify the approval authority at least 45 days prior to implementation by the POTW
for non-substantial changes. Additionally, if the City makes substantial modifications to its
pretreatment program (as defined by 40 CER 403 18), it is reminded that it 1s required to submit
to the approval authority a statement of the basis for the desired program modification. The
approval authority must approve the substantial modification before it can become effective. |

9. Compliance Monitoring

The federal pretreatment regulations at 40 CFR 403 .8(f)(2)(v) require a POTW to develop and
implement an inspection and monitoring program to determine, independent of information
supplied by nondomestic dischargers, compliance or noncompliance with applicable
pretreatment standards and requirements. Further, 40 CFR 403.8(f)(2)(vii) requires POTWs to
investigate instances of noncompliance and to enforce the regulations as necessary.

9.1 Compliance Sampling

The federal regulations at 40 CFR 403 .8(£)(2)(v) require all SIUs to be sampled at least once
each year unless the POTW has authorized a CIU to forego sampling of a pollutant regulated by
the federal pretreatment requirements. Then the POTW must sample for the waived pollutant(s)
at least once during the permit term [40 CFR 403.8(D)(2)(V)(A)].

City representatives explained that the City conducts compliance monitoring events annually at
each of its SIUs. City representatives stated that compliance monitoring usually occurs during
one of the two semiannual SIU inspections. In addition, they explained that the previous
pretreatment program supervisor had been responsible for conducting these inspections, while
one of the pretreatment inspectors had conducted the compliance monitoring. The EPA
Inspection Team observed that compliance sampling data was missing from the City’s Class [
Industrial User files; therefore the sampling frequency and adequacy could not be verified. The
City is required to ensure that it samples each SIU at least once each year in accordance with 40
CFR 403.8(H)(2)(v). Additionally, according to 40 CFR 403.12(0), any IU and POTW subject to
reporting requirements shall maintain records of all information resulting from any monitoring
activities required by the section. The City is required to ensure that it keeps adequate records of
monitoring events in accordance with the federal regulations at 40 CFR 403.12(0).

9.2  Compliance Inspections

The regulations at 40 CFR 403.8(£)(2)(v) require all SIUs to be inspected at least once each year,
unless a discharger is subject to the reduced reporting requirements under 40 CFR 403.12(e)(3).
The POTW must inspect those dischargers at least once every two years [40 CFR 403.8(f)(2)
MO

City representatives stated that the City conducts inspections at the SIUs semiannually. City
representatives explained that inspection observations are recorded on the “City of North Las

1
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Vegas Environmental Services Division Inspection Form.” A carbon copy of the inspection form
is provided to the SIU after the inspection. It should be noted that inspection records were
missing from the majority of the files reviewed as a component of the inspection. The EPA
Inspection Team observed an inspection form dated September 23, 2014 from an inspection
conducted at Blue Beacon Truck Wash. The inspection form contained minimal information, and
it did not identify processes reviewed, quality of the effluent, chemical storage information, or
required actions and additional comments. Apart from this one inspection form, City
representatives were unable to produce inspection records for the other Class I Industrial User
files reviewed as a component of the inspection; therefore, the EPA Inspection Team was unable
to confirm that the City had conducted inspections at its Class I Industrial User facilities in 2013.
The City is required to ensure that all SIU are inspected at least once each year, and that those
inspections are adequately documented, as stated at 40 CFR 403.8(f)(2)v). In addition, more
detail should be provided in the reports to reflect the uniqueness of each inspection. It is
recommended that the City include more detail about the facility inspections and include
information such as the condition of the pretreatment system, notes on discussions held,
calibration details, and characteristics of the facility’s effluent. The inspection report should
capture the uniqueness of what was reviewed and discussed during each inspection.

9.3  Nondomestic Discharger Site Inspections Conducted during the Inspection

Site inspections at five permitted nondomestic dischargers were conducted as part of the
inspection. Individual site visit data sheets from each onsite inspection are included under
Attachment 1 of this report. The EPA Inspection Team observed the following during these
nondomestic discharger site visits:

e Biodiesel of Las Vegas. The facility manufactured biodiesel fuel. The purpose of the
inspection was to identity if the facility was covered by an industrial wastewater
discharge permit, and if so, which regulatory entity was responsible for issuing the
permit.

The process area was not inspected by the inspection team due to time constraints. The
facility discharged process wastewater to the Clark County Water Reclamation District
(CCWRD).

Due to time restrictions, the pretreatment system was not inspected; however, the
pretreatment process was verbally described to the inspection team. Refer to note 1 in the
Notes section for additional information.

During conversations with City representatives, the inspection team asked if the Biodiesel
of Las Vegas facility was permitted. The City representatives did not know if the facility
was permitted or which entity (i.e. the City or Clark County) was responsible for
permitting the facility. The inspection team decided to inspect the facility, identify if
process wastewater was generated at the facility, and if so, where it was discharged. The
inspection team explained the reason for the inspection to the facility representatives and
asked questions pertaining to the operations at the facility, discharge processes,
wastewater pretreatment, and permitting. The facility representatives stated that Clark
County has issued them an industrial wastewater discharge permit and a Clark County
representative collects wastewater samples at the facility. The permit, which expired on
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June 30, 2014, was provided to the inspection team. Attached to the permit was a
wastewater permit extension letter issued by Clark County dated July 17, 2014, stating
that the 2013/2014 fiscal year permit is administratively extended until such time that
Clark County re-issues the permit.

The facility representatives also stated that the facility generates wastewater, which is
stored in a holding tank. The pH of the wastewater is measured and the facility releases
approximately 10,000 gallons per discharge event to a lift station, which discharges to
Clark County.

During conversations with City representatives prior to conducting the site visit, the
inspection team found that the City was unaware if the facility was located within their
service area and if the facility discharged to the City’s sanitary sewer system. The City
representatives explained that the facility, in addition to a number of other facilities, near
the Nellis Industrial Park could discharge to Clark County even though they may be
located in the City of North Las Vegas. The City referred to these facilities as “border
facilities” and had not determined which entity, the City or Clark County, was
responsible for regulating these facilities. According to the federal regulations at 40 CFR
403.8(£)(2)(1), the City 1s required to identify and locate all possible industrial users that
might be subject to the POTW pretreatment program. The City is required to ensure that
it identifies and locates industrial users that might be subject to the City’s pretreatment
program in accordance with the federal regulations at 40 CFR 403.8(H)(2)(1). It is also
strongly recommended that the City communicate and work with Clark County to
identify and distinguish jurisdictional responsibilities for the border facilities.

o CINTAS Corporation. The facility was an industrial laundry that laundered items
including shop towels, restaurant towels, aprons, bath towels, floor mats, and uniforms
from various industries. The facility was permitted as an SIU due to the volume of
wastewater generated and discharged from the facility. The facility also dyed red shop
towels and blue food service towels.

Laundry was received at the south side of the facility and was sorted, bagged, weighed,
and loaded onto a conveyor system that transported it to one of nine available washing
machines. Laundry detergent and bleach were stored inside in multiple bulk containers of
varying sizes, in the eastern portion of the facility near the day-use chemical storage
room. All bulk detergent tanks were stored within a concrete secondary containment
structure.

Detergents and chemicals from the bulk storage area were pumped to the indoor daily-use
chemical drums and tanks, where detergent and chemicals were distributed to the
washing machines via an electronic chemical injection system. Laundry from the washing
machines was conveyed to drying units. After the drying process, laundry could be
steam-finished, pressed, or hung. The clean laundry was then sorted and shipped.

The facility discharges pretreated wash water and rinse water from its laundry operations
and general facility cleanup water. The facility’s pretreatment system consists of a shaker
screen unit and a dissolved air flotation (DAF) unit to settle and remove the solids.
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Wastewater generated from the facility’s laundry operations is collected in two trench
drains that run underneath the facility’s nine washers. The two trench drains convey
wastewater to two, 5,000-gallon “dirty-water pits,” each of which has an aeration system.
The Production Manager did not know if the two dirty-water pits are connected to each
other or which trench drains to which pit. At the time of the inspection, wastewater from
the laundry operations was draining into one of the two dirty-water pits; however, both
pits appeared to contain a similar level of wastewater. It appeared to the EPA Inspection
Team that the two 5,000-gallon dirty-water pits were connected; however, this was not
confirmed while the team was onsite.

The Production Manger stated that the dirty-water pits are aerated to enhance solids
removal. Wastewater from both 5,000-gallon dirty-water pits is pumped to a shaker
screen unit to remove solids, such as lint and other debris. Solid waste from the shaker
screen unit is disposed of in a solid waste dumpster near the pretreatment area, and
ultimately hauled offsite to the local landfill.

From the shaker screen unit, wastewater drains into a 10,000-gallon “clean dirty-water
pit,” which is equipped with its own aeration system. The EPA Inspection Team observed
multiple pipes leading into the clean dirty-water pit, including two pipes connected to the
facility’s DAF unit, a pipe from the shaker screen, a pipe connected the shaker screen
solids basket, a pipe from the facility’s filter press, and a pipe from the equalization
tank’s secondary containment pit. The Production Manager stated that the two, 5,000-
gallon, dirty-water pits and the single, 10,000-gallon, clean dirty-water pit are cleaned out
every six months and that the City’s previous pretreatment program supervisor had
observed the cleaning events in person.

The wastewater from the clean dirty-water pit is pumped to an equalization tank with an
approximate capacity of 30,000 gallons and a blower system to circulate wastewater
within the tank. The equalization tank is located in a secondary containment pit.
Coagulant is added as wastewater from the equalization tank is pumped to the DAF unit.
Before entering the DAF unit, the wastewater is circulated through a spiral piping system
where clay and flocculent are added. Wastewater then flows through the DAF unit and is
conveyed through an unlabeled tank and into the facility’s discharge/sample containment
sump, which contained an open discharge pipe to the City’s sanitary sewer (refer to
Photograph 1 of the CINTAS Corporation Photograph Log). The unlabeled tank’s outlet
pipe into the discharge/sample sump contained a valve that appeared to allow wastewater
from the unlabeled tank to drain back into the DAF unit. The facility representatives were
unaware of the purpose of the tank.

Solids that are skimmed from the DAF unit are pumped to a filter press. Filter cake
generated from the filter press is disposed of in a dumpster located near the pretreatment
area. Filtrate produced at the filter press is returned, via pipe, to the clean dirty-water pit.
The Production Manager stated that the solid waste dumpster is removed three times a
month and emptied at the Apex landfill.

The facility does not perform continuous pH monitoring of its wastewater effluent. The
EPA Inspection Team observed a pH probe and monitoring system near the unlabeled
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tank and discharge/sample sump; however, it was not working at the time of the
inspection (refer to Photograph 1 of the CINTAS Corporation Photograph Log).

The City pretreatment inspector stated that while he is responsible for conducting
compliance sampling at the City’s Class I facilities (i.e., SIUs), he had not previously
conducted an inspection at a Class I facility. The City’s previous pretreatment program
supervisor had inspected the Class I facilities.

The EPA Inspection Team observed that the facility was discharging wastewater to the
City under an expired Class [ Wastewater Control Permit at the time of the inspection.
The Production Manager provided a copy of the facility’s Class I Wastewater Control
Permit to the EPA Inspection Team at the beginning of the inspection. The permit
became effective on September 1, 2009 and expired on August 31, 2014. The Production
Manager stated that in the summer of 2014, he had contacted the City regarding the
upcoming permit expiration date and that the City’s previous pretreatment coordinator
verbally told him to continue operating after the expiration date of the permit. In addition,
he stated that he did not receive a written confirmation from the City to continue
operating under the expired permit after August 31, 2014. The federal regulations at 40
CFR 403.8()(1)(1i1) state that a publicly owned treatment works (POTW) pretreatment
program must “control through Permit, order, or similar means, the contribution to the
POTW by each Industrial User to ensure compliance with applicable Pretreatment
Standards and Requirements. In the case of Industrial Users identified as significant
under § 403.3(v), this control shall be achieved through individual permits or equivalent
individual control mechanisms issued to each such User.” The City is required ensure that
the facility is issued a valid permit in order to control the contribution to the POTW by
the industrial user in accordance with the federal regulations at 40 CFR 403.8(f)(1)(ii1).

The facility was planning to modify the pretreatment system in December 2014.
Specifically, the facility was planning to install a hard-pipe connection from the 10,000-
gallon clean dirty-water pit to the approximate 30,000-gallon equalization tank. At the
time of the inspection, the clean dirty-water pit and equalization tank were connected via
a flexible pipe that hung between the pit and the tank.

The Production Manager stated that the facility does not conduct continuous pH
monitoring of the facility’s discharge. The EPA Inspection Team observed a pH probe
and a monitoring system control box; however, the system was inoperable at the time of
the inspection (refer to Photograph 1 of the CINTAS Corporation Photograph Log). In
addition, a tank with an unknown purpose was observed between the DAF unit and the
facility’s discharge/sample sump. The facility representatives were unaware of the
purpose of the tank. Effluent from the DAF passed through the tank before entering the
discharge/sample sump.

The EPA Inspection Team observed a large amount of foam at two locations: the effluent
point from the DAF unit and within the discharge/sample sump (refer to Photographs 2
and 3 of the CINTAS Corporation Photograph Log). The facility’s pretreatment operator
present at the time of the mspection stated that foam is very common in both the DAF
unit and within the discharge/sample sump due to the flocculent that is added to the
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wastewater upstream of the DAF unit. The facility does not conduct continuous pH
monitoring; therefore, the EPA Inspection Team was unable to verify whether the foam
accumulated was influencing the pH of the facility’s discharge. It is recommended that
the City conduct a followup inspection to determine the facility’s need to reinstall the pH
monitoring system to conduct continuous pH monitoring and ultimately ensure that the
wastewater is within the permitted pH range. Soaps and detergents can raise the pH of the
wastewater; therefore, the City should ensure that the pH of the facility’s discharge 1s
within the permitted limits.

The Production Manager stated that a CINTAS-employee pretreatment-system operator
was present at the facility during each shift, but that the facility relies on a third party,
Decon Water Technologies, LL.C, to operate and maintain the pretreatment system. In
addition, he stated that Decon Water Technologies, LL.C visits the pretreatment system
monthly to maintain the system and discuss operations with the CINTAS pretreatment-
system operators. Furthermore, he stated that Decon Water Technologies, LL.C was
responsible for providing the facility with coagulant, flocculant, and clay. It is
recommended that the City inspectors become familiar with the facility’s pretreatment
system and that the City recommend the facility develop written standard operating
procedures (SOPs) for operating the pretreatment system in the event that Decon Water
Technologies, 1.I.C is unavailable.

The EPA Inspection Team observed that the 500-gallon tank of flocculant was stored
immediately up gradient of the facility’s discharge/sample sump. The flocculant tank was
single-walled and was not located in a secondary containment structure (refer to
Photographs 4 and 5 of the CINTAS Corporation Photograph Log). In the event of a spill
or leak, flocculant could potentially enter the discharge/sample sump and discharge
directly to the City via the open discharge pipe. Part IT, Monitoring and Reporting, Item
L, Spill Containment Systems, of the facility’s expired Class I Wastewater Control
Permit states, “Secondary containment is required for all petroleum and chemical
products in containers greater than five gallons.” Therefore, the City is required to ensure
that the facility store the 500-gallon tank of flocculant inside secondary containment in
accordance with Part 11, Item L of the permit. It is also recommended that the City
conduct a follow-up inspection to ensure that chemicals are properly stored, and not
within the direct vicinity of the facility’s discharge/sample sump.

In addition, a 500-gallon tank of coagulant was stored inside the equalization tank
containment area. It could not be determined while the EPA Inspection Team was onsite
if the coagulant tank was double-walled. The EPA Inspection Team observed three floor
drains at the bottom of the containment area; these drained back to the 10,000-gallon,
clean dirty-water pit. The Production Manager stated that in the event of a spill or leak
from the coagulant tank, the coagulant would be isolated in the clean dirty-water pit. The
federal regulations at 40 CFR 403.8(f)(2)(v1) state that the POTW shall “evaluate whether
each Significant Industrial User needs a plan or other action to control Slug Discharges.”
The EPA Inspection Team was unable to confirm if the facility had been evaluated for
the need to develop a slug discharge control plan (SDCP). Due to the uncontained
flocculant tank near the discharge/sample sump and the potentially uncontained coagulant
tank inside the equalization tank containment area, the City is required to evaluate the
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need for the facility to develop a SDCP in accordance with the federal regulations at 40
CFR 403.8(H)(2)(vi).

o  G&K Services. The facility was an industrial laundry that laundered rugs, rags/wipers,
and uniforms from various clients.

The laundry processing area and receiving and shipping areas were not reviewed or
evaluated as a component of this inspection; however, the facility’s water reuse and
treatment system was reviewed during the inspection.

The facility’s water reuse and treatment system consisted of a mechanical oil water
separator, two centrifuge-type shakers, and four ceramic filters (refer to Photograph 2 of
the attached G&K Services Photograph Log). The treated wastewaters are held in storage
tanks for reuse after treatment (refer to Photograph 3 of the attached G&K Services
Photograph Log).The four high pressure filters were the main components of the
facility’s treatment and reuse system. The filters were ceramic and treated wastewater to
the sub-micron level. The other key component of the system was the mechanical oil
water separator unit, which was installed approximately 90 days prior to the facility
inspection. The software for the separator unit was in the process of being upgraded to
enhance performance efficiencies at the time of the inspection. Oils recovered from the
separator unit were collected and stored in the ‘Norchem Oil Storage Tank’ with the
capacity of approximately 2,000 gallons. The tank was pumped by an offsite hauler
approximately every 11 days.

The facility representative expressed that water was discharged to the sanitary sewer if
storage capacity is not available or if the treatment quality is below reuse specifications.
The facility also had a SCADA system for the operation of its water treatment and reuse
system (refer to Photograph 4 of the attached G&K Services Photograph Log).

The facility was applying an advanced wash water treatment system to their operations in
an effort to reuse all wash waters. When the system does not have the storage capacity or
the treatment system doesn’t generate a reusable water quality, the facility discharges
pretreated wash water from its laundry operations and general facility cleanup water.

As previously mentioned, the facility had a water reuse system which allowed water at
the facility to constantly be recycled throughout the laundering process. Excess
wastewater or wastewater that does not meet specific parameters is treated before being
discharged to the sanitary sewer. The wastewater is collected in an overflow tank where
the pH of the wastewater is measured and adjusted using sulfuric acid (93%) and an
automatic dosing system. The pH of the wastewater is again measured before being
discharged to the sanitary sewer. The pH of the effluent at the time of the inspection was
10.42 standard units (s.u.) (refer to Photograph 1 in the attached G&K Services
Photograph Log). Two 55-gallon drums of sulfuric acid within secondary containment
were observed during the facility inspection.

The City mspector had been to the facility before, but was not the typical inspector of the
facility. This inspection was unannounced and the EPA Inspection Team had not

City of North Las Vegas 26

ED_002461_00010490-00027



PCI Draft Summary Report

previously planned to inspect the facility at the beginning of the site visit component of
the inspection. However, the previous site inspection conducted earlier that day took
longer than expected. The EPA Inspection Team chose to inspect this facility based on its
proximity to the previous facility’s location and to ultimately maximize the EPA
Inspection Team’s time in the field. Due to the aforementioned time constraints, the EPA
Inspection Team planned to conduct a quick inspection at the facility that mainly focused
on the water treatment and reuse system at the facility (thought to take approximately 20-
30 minutes). The EPA Inspection Team was delayed in a conference room for
approximately 10 minutes prior to starting the inspection process. Due to the available
time this activity was more of a tour than a brief inspection. The facility representatives
were overwhelmed by the EPA Inspection Team’s request to conduct an inspection with
a team of representatives from the City, EPA, State, and a federal contractor. The
facility’s concerns were exacerbated by the fact the City had recently been to the facility
to hold pretreatment-related discussions.

Based on the apprehension of the facility representatives and time constraints, the facility
representatives were informed that the EPA Inspection Team intended to conduct an
inspection of the facility’s pretreatment system. The EPA Inspection Team’s process for
formally documenting names and titles as well as completing the field inspection form
was not completed due to aforementioned complications. The facility representative’s
names and titles were written on a secondary field sheet so that the EPA Inspection Team
could proceed with the inspection, while not heightening the representatives concerns that
this visit was something other than a brief inspection of their new wastewater treatment
system. (Note: The secondary field sheet was lost while in transit. Information, such as
representative names and some operational specifics are not available for this report.)

The facility’s file {(including permit application, permit, sampling data, inspection reports,
facility correspondence, and enforcement actions) was not reviewed or evaluated as a
component of the field inspection or the PCI process.

The facility representatives were very proud of their water treatment and reuse system
and stated to contact them in the event that additional information or inspections were
needed. The EPA Inspection Team recommended that the City conduct a thorough
follow-up inspection of the facility. Two observations were noted during the facility tour
that requires additional information:
o Operation of the pH adjustment system:
- What pH values activate the system’s injection of acid?
- How often is the instrumentation for the system (e.g. pH probes, chemical
injection pumps, etc.) calibrated?
- What are the set points for the pH wastewater alarm system?
o Norchem Oil Storage Tank:
- When is the valve on the bottom of the tank used?
- What are the operational protocols for the storage tank’s use?
- Does the facility have a slug discharge control plan?

The facility had a daily log sheet which was used to record information pertaining to the
water treatment and reuse system (refer to Photograph 6 of the attached G&K Services
Photograph Log).
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o Pipe Maintenance Services, Inc. The facility cleaned grease traps and interceptors by
pumping accumulated debris from the interceptors to trailer trucks. The facility stored the
contents from the oil and grease interceptors onsite. The facility specialized in cleaning
large interceptor structures used by large casinos within the area.

The facility’s raw materials consisted of used cooking oils in addition to grease
interceptor and trap wastes. Wastes collected from servicing client’s collection and
storage units were processed into raw stock yellow and brown grease for sale to rendering
and biodiesel facilities. The wastes were recetved via pumper truck and processed
through a series of heated tanks and a centrifuge, referred to as a “Tricanter” (refer to
Photographs 12 and 13 of the attached Pipe Maintenance Services, Inc. Photograph Log).
During the inspection, the facility representative provided schematic diagrams to the EPA
Inspection Team, refer to Attachments 1.a and 1.b of the Pipe Maintenance Services, Inc.
Photograph Log. Attachment 1.a provides a schematic of the brown grease processing
sequence and Attachment 1.b provides a schematic of the yellow grease processing
sequence (refer to Photograph 14 of the attached Pipe Maintenance Services, Inc.
Photograph Log). It should be noted that at the time of the inspection, the EPA Inspection
Team modified the schematics to represent the current process operations.

The facility discharged pretreated process water and wash water from its brown and
yellow grease processing operations to the City’s sewer system. Many of the facility’s
primary process units are similar to treatment technologies typically used when treating
o1l and grease related wastewater (i.e., DAF unit, treatment focused on oil and water
separation). The facility’s pretreatment system consists of an AL AR filter unit and a
grease interceptor. The ALAR filter used Dicalite-Diatomite (a diatomaceous earth
mixture) and a drum filter to remove oil and grease from the wastewater. The wastewater
is then sent to a grease trap prior to discharging to the City’s sanitary sewer.

The City mspector accompanying the EPA Inspection Team was not responsible for
mspecting this facility on a regular basis. The City inspector had been to the facility in
the past to collect effluent monitoring date in order to confirm compliance with permit
limits.

The facility representative stated that maintaining employees can be challenging at times
due to the nature of the work and varying hours. The facility typically has eight plant
operators, three vacuum truck operators, and eight tractor trailer drivers.

The typical hours of operation for the processing area were from midnight to 10 p.m.
Most of the grease interceptor pumping was conducted during night hours.

Wastewater flow volume from the facility varies depending upon the quality and volumes
of wastes received form the grease interceptors and traps that are processed at the facility.
It should be noted that a permit application for the facility was not available in facility’s
pretreatment file. It was unclear to the EPA Inspection Team how the volume and nature
of wastewater was evaluated during the permitting process.
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The EPA Inspection Team observed significant discrepancies between the facility
schematic diagrams provided during the inspection and the actual conditions observed at
the facility. The following discrepancies were observed:

e Brown grease process area schematic—The schematic provided to the EPA
Inspection Team (refer to Attachment 1.a of the Pipe Maintenance Services, Inc.
Photograph 1.og) showed that the facility used a DAF unit for treatment, although the
DAF unit had been replaced with the current ALLAR system which was not depicted
on the schematic diagram (refer to Photograph 1 of the Attached Pipe Maintenance
Services, Inc. Photograph Log). The facility also used additional tanks (two-5,000
gallon finished brown oil) located adjacent to the grease separation and storage area,
which were not shown on the schematic diagram. The EPA Inspection Team
observed that a lime slurry was added to the brown grease process to aid in
maintaining a consistent viscosity of the grease during the processing. However, this
treatment step was not depicted on the facility schematic diagram provided to the
EPA Inspection Team (refer to Photograph 2 of the Attached Pipe Maintenance
Services, Inc. Photograph Log).

¢ Yellow grease process area schematic—The facility schematic diagram shows four-
10 micron filters in the yellow grease processing area, however, the EPA Inspection
Team observed three-10 micron filters (refer to Attachment 1.b of the Pipe
Maintenance Services, Inc. Photograph Log).

It is strongly recommended that the City follow-up with the facility to ensure that the
facility updates the schematic diagrams to accurately reflect the process flow occurring at
the facility. The City should also obtain these updated schematic diagrams. It is also
recommended that the City and facility representatives discuss the changes to the
wastewater treatment process, and stress that the facility representatives notify the City
prior to implementing such changes.

The EPA Inspection Team observed a number of holes at the high water mark in the
grease interceptor tank (refer to Photographs 3 and 4 in the attached Pipe Maintenance
Services, Inc. Photograph log). Some of the holes were used to convey pipes leading into
the interceptor (refer to Photograph 3in the attached Pipe Maintenance Services, Inc.
Photograph Log). However, a hole was observed in the side of the interceptor that did not
house a hose or pipe (refer to Photograph 4 in the attached Pipe Maintenance Services,
Inc. Photograph Log). It should be noted that the high water mark was located at the hole
in the interceptor wall. Due to the condition of the interceptor, it appeared that in the
event that the interceptor fills above the high level mark, oil, grease, and debris would
spill onto the ground in the process area. Although secondary containment was provided
for the area, the cleanup from an interceptor spill may impact the quality of the
wastewater discharged to the City. According to Part B.1 of the standard conditions of the
facility’s permit, “The permittee shall at all times properly operate and maintain all
facilities and systems of treatment and control which are installed or used by the
permittee to achieve compliance with conditions of this permit.” Due to the lack of
standard operating procedures for the grease interceptor tank, the level of the high water
mark in relation to the hole, and potential for overflow to spill from the tank, it appeared
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that the interceptor was not being properly operated. Therefore, the City is required to
ensure that the facility properly operates and maintains the process equipment in
accordance with Part B.1 of the standard conditions of the facility’s permit. The EPA
Inspection Team also requested standard operating procedures for the interceptor, which
the facility was unable to provide. It is also recommended that the City conduct a follow-
up inspection to ensure that appropriate procedures are in place to eliminate spills and/or
events that may create slug-like discharges to the sanitary sewer.

During the inspection of the boiler room at the facility, a black hose was observed
running from a potable water source into the facility’s trench drain. It was estimated that
the potable water was running at about half of the capacity of the flow rate at the time of
the inspection. The EPA Inspection Team traced the destination of the trench drain to a
pipe. which mixed with the wastewater from the grease interceptor prior to the sampling
location (refer to Photographs 5 through 11 of the attached Pipe Maintenance Services,
Inc. Photograph Log). From the observations during the facility inspection, the facility
was utilizing the potable water from the black hose to dilute the wastewater prior to
discharging to the City’s sewer. According to 40 CFR 403.6(d) of the federal regulations,
“except where expressly authorized to do so by an applicable Pretreatment Standard or
Requirement, no Industrial User shall ever increase the use of process water, or in any
other way attempt to dilute a Discharge as a partial or complete substitute for adequate
treatment to achieve compliance with a Pretreatment Standard or Requirement.” A
similar statement prohibiting the use of dilution as treatment is stated in Part A.9 of the
standard conditions of the facility’s permit. Additionally, Part A.11.b.16 of the standard
conditions of the facility’s permit states that no water added for the purpose of diluting
wastes which would otherwise exceed the applicable maximum concentration limitations
shall not be discharged into the City’s sewer system. The City is required to ensure that
the facility does not increase the use of potable water or in any other way attempt to use
dilution as a method of treatment for its process wastewater in accordance with 40 CFR
403.6(d) of the federal regulations and Part A.9 and Part A.11.b.16 of the facility’s
permit.

The chemical storage area in the boiler room is serviced by a floor trench and drain. If
there was a chemical spill in this area it had the potential to enter the floor drain and flow
by gravity directly to the City’s sewer system. Part I1, Monitoring and Reporting, Item 1,
Spill Containment Systems, of the facility’s expired Class I Wastewater Control Permit
states, “Secondary containment is required for all petroleum and chemical products in
containers greater than five gallons.” Therefore, the City is required to ensure that the
facility store the chemicals in the boiler room inside secondary containment in
accordance with Part I, Item L of the permit.

The facility’s current operating conditions associated with chemical storage could lead to
chemical spills directly to the sanitary sewer. The federal regulations at 40 CFR
403.8(£)(2)(v1) state that the POTW shall “evaluate whether each Significant Industrial
User needs a plan or other action to control Shug Discharges.” The EPA Inspection Team
was unable to confirm if the facility had been evaluated for the need to develop a slug
discharge control plan (SDCP) due to lack of documentation. Due to the uncontained
chemical storage area in the boiler room being stored within the direct vicinity of a sewer
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connection, the City is required to evaluate the need for the facility to develop a SDCP in
accordance with the federal regulations at 40 CFR 403.8(£)(2)(v1).

According to the facility representative, it can take up to eight hours to clean a large
grease interceptor unit, while a small restaurant grease trap may take as little as 3 minutes
to clean. Some of the large interceptors can range from 20,000 to 50,000 gallons. The
cleaning operation typically involves the use of a vacuum truck to clean and pump
materials to a 5,000 gallon trailer for transport back to the facility for processing. The
facility has four vacuum trucks and 19 tractor/trailer units. They also have a video truck,
but stated that it’s not used for evaluating sewer lines.

o  Thermofluids, Inc. The facility received and recycled used antifreeze; the recycling
process involved distilling and blending. The facility also accepted hauled wastewater
from a satellite location (at 9 West Delhi Avenue; North Las Vegas), including
wastewater and stormwater recovered from oily water separators, car wash interceptors,
and water used for testing wells and underground storage tanks (hydrotesting). The
wastewaters were hauled from the West Delhi Avenue facility to the Arcata Way facility,
where they were pretreated prior to being discharged to the sanitary sewer.

The facility’s recycling operation consisted of distilling and purifying the used antifreeze
to prepare it for reuse. The facility collected and hauled the used antifreeze from Jiffy
Lube and other automotive facilities in 5,000-gallon tanker trucks. The used antifreeze
was pumped from the tanker trunks to one of three 12,590-gallon storage tanks. The
facility representative stated that company policy dictated filling the storage tanks to 90%
of their total capacity.

From the storage tanks, the used antifreeze was pumped to the distillation area in the
main process building. There, the used antifreeze was filtered by a 10-micron filter to
remove solids and debris. Next, it was pumped to what the facility representative referred
to as “pretreatment tanks.” each with a 6,500 gallon capacity, where it was chemically
treated. After that, it was pumped to a clarifying tank and then to one of two feeder tanks.
Then the antifreeze was sent through a distillation unit to remove any excess water. The
treated antifreeze was stored in a different tank before undergoing a second distillation
process. The antifreeze was blended with a glycol mixture to form the final product.

The slurry from the pretreatment tanks was introduced into a filter press to form filter
cake, which was hauled offsite for disposal.

The facility did not generate or discharge wastewater from its antifreeze recycling
process. The other Thermofhuds facility located at West Delht Avenue collected
wastewater/stormwater from oily water separators, car wash interceptors, and hydro
testing activities. The facility representative stated that the West Delhi Avenue facility
treated the collected wastewater/stromwater via a gravity separator and an oil and water
separator and then hauled the treated waters to the Arcata Way facility. The facility
representative stated that the West Delht Avenue facility did not have a sewer connection
for discharging the collected wastewater, so the company hauled the wastewater to the
Arcata Way Facility which was discharged to the City’s sanitary sewer.
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The facility’s wastewater pretreatment system consists of a 100-micron sock filter that
removes solids from the wastewater and a granularly activated carbon (GAC) unit to
further filter the wastewater prior to its discharge to the sanitary sewer. The facility
representative stated that the sock filter is changed each time the facility discharges
wastewater to the sanitary sewer connection. According to the facility representative, the
GAC unit is changed approximately every three months.

The facility representative stated that the wastewater collected at the West Delhi Avenue
facility is introduced to a gravity separator and an oil/water separator. Once the
separation process is complete, the wastewater is hauled to the Arcata Way facility for
further treatment and disposal to the sanitary sewer.

At the beginning of the facility inspection, the facility representative stated that the
facility had a sanitary sewer connection point, located to the north of the main process
building. This connection point was primarily used by Thermofluids, Inc.’s facility at 9
West Delhi Avenue (North Las Vegas) to discharge wastewater. At the 9 West Delhi
Avenue facility, wastewater and stormwater recovered from oily water separators, car
wash interceptors, and hydrotesting waters were collected and ultimately hauled to the
Arcata Way facility for treatment and discharge to the City’s sanitary sewer.

According to Chapter 13.28.085 of the City’s SUO, “It is unlawful for any user to
discharge or cause to be discharged into the system any rainwater, stormwater,
groundwater, street drainage, subsurface drainage... or other uncontaminated water, other
than air conditioning condensate.” According to the information provided by the facility
representative, wastewater with the potential to contain rainwater, stormwater,
groundwater, and street drainage was being discharged to the sanitary sewer from the
facility. The City is required to ensure that the facility is not discharging these prohibited
waters to the City’s sewer system, in accordance with section 13.28.085 of the City’s
SUO.

Although wastewater was not generated at the Arcata Way facility, potential non-
hazardous oily wastes were being collected from interceptors and storm drains and were
taken to the West New Delhi facility for treatment. The wastewaters were then hauled to
the Arcata Way facility from the West New Delhi facility to be further treated and
ultimately discharged to the City’s sanitary sewer. According to the information provided
by the facility representative and the observations made during the inspection, non-
hazardous wastewater pumped from oily/water separators (potentially containing oily
wastes) were collected from various locations and hauled from the West Delhi Avenue
facility to the Arcata Way facility. At the Arcata Way facility, the wastewater was treated
and discharged to the City’s sanitary sewer. These activities may be indicative of the
facility acting as a centralized waste treatment facility, which is subject to the categorical
regulations at 40 CFR 437.

According to the federal regulations at 40 CFR 403.8(£)(2)(ii1), the City is required to
notify each significant industrial user of its status as such and of all requirements
applicable to it as a result of such status. Due to the potential for non-hazardous oily
waste to be generated, collected and hauled to the facility, and ultimately discharged to
the sewer from the Arcata way facility, the City is required to further evaluate the
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operations at the facility and assess the facility’s potential classification as a CIU. The
City is required to ensure that it properly notifies each significant industrial user of its
status as such and of all requirements applicable to it as a result of such status in
accordance with the federal regulations at 40 CFR 403.8(£)(2)(ii1). The City should
ensure that it properly classifies the facility and includes applicable categorical (including
sub-category) limits within the facility’s permit so that the facility is aware of what it is
required to comply with.

During the inspection, the inspection team observed a significant quantity of antifreeze
and other chemicals without secondary containment or other spill control measures in the
chemical storage area located at the warehouse. The City inspector asked the facility
representative about secondary containment for the warehouse and the facility
representative responded that the facility was thinking about including a containment
berm around the area. It is recommended that the City follow up with the facility to
ensure that chemicals are properly stored and contained.

The floor drain located in a closet at the facility’s warehouse appeared to be
unintentionally blocked with solid debris, but was not completely sealed. It is strongly
recommended that the City conduct a followup inspection to determine the potential for
chemicals in the warehouse to be discharged to the sanitary sewer from the floor drain.
Further, the City should determine if the floor drain needs a more permanent seal and
should inspect the floor drain area as part of its annual inspection.

The facility representative stated that tanker truck interiors are washed at the Arcata Way
facility. Specifically, the tanker truck interiors are washed between cycles when the
facility switches from hauling used product to hauling fresh antifreeze (and vice versa).
The facility representative stated that the wastewater from the truck washing operations
was collected in a sump at the truck washing area of the facility. From there it was
pumped to the 12,590-gallon storage tank, where it was stored prior to being used in the
antifreeze recycling process.

9.4  Requesting, Receiving, and Analyzing Reports

The federal pretreatment regulations at 40 CFR 403.8(H)(2)(iv) require the City to request,
receive, and analyze all reports submitted by SIUs. In addition, the SIU reports must contain the
formation required at 40 CFR 403.12. The City received semiannual self-monitoring results
from its Class I Industrial Users. The previous pretreatment program supervisor was responsible
for reviewing sampling data. City representatives stated that the departure of the previous
pretreatment program supervisor made it possible that the City had not reviewed all self-
monitoring sampling data or reports submitted by [Us.

City representatives explained to the EPA Inspection Team that the City was in the process of
reviewing its Class [ Industrial User files to identify information that may be missing as a result
of the recent departure of the City’s previous pretreatment program supervisor. During the City’s
internal file review, the City discovered that it was missing a significant amount of self-
monitoring data from its Class I Industrial Users. The City was in the process of contacting the
Class I Industrial Users, as well as various contract laboratories, to retrieve the missing self-
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monitoring data. At the time of the inspection, the self-monitoring data received from the Class [
Industrial Users and contract laboratories had not been reviewed by the City.

The EPA Inspection Team reviewed self-monitoring data as a component of the inspection.
According to City representatives, each permittee is required to submit a semiannual report that
summarizes sample results and violations from the semiannual sampling period; the reports are
due to the City in April and October of each year. In an effort to review the data submitted by the
SIUs and identify potential violations, the City completes a “Sampling Data Input Worksheet™
for the self-monitoring data reviewed. The form includes a box that indicates whether the
formation was reviewed by the City. Due to the lack of knowledge by City staff regarding the
previous pretreatment supervisor’s process for reviewing Class I Industrial User self-monitoring
data, as well as the large amount of missing self-monitoring and compliance data in the Class [
Industrial User files, it was unclear to the EPA Inspection Team whether the City was adequately
reviewing all sampling data from its Class I Industrial Users. The City is required to ensure that
it reviews and analyzes reports submitted by its Class I Industrial Users, as stated in 40 CFR
403.8(H(2)(1v).

9.5  SIU Permit Applications

According to the federal regulations at 40 CFR 403.8(f)(1)(ii1), the POTW is required to control
through permit, order, or similar means, the contributing to the POTW by each 1U to ensure
compliance with applicable pretreatment standards and requirements. The EPA Inspection Team
observed that the facility’s Class I Industrial User files contained minimal information. Permit
applications from its Class I Industrial Users were not present in the Class I Industrial User files.

According to the EPA’s model permit application form for SIUs, information pertaining to the
following areas and activities is requested from SIUs for proper permitting:

e  (eneral information.

e  Business activity.

e  Walter supply.

e  Sewer information.

e  Wastewater discharge information.

e  Characteristics of discharge.

e  Wastewater treatment.

e TFacility operational characteristics.

e  Spill prevention.

¢ Best management practices.

¢ Non-discharged wastes.

e Authorized signatures.
In order to properly permit the SIU facilities, the City is required to evaluate its permitting
process and ultimately ensure that it controls through permit the contribution to the POTW by

each industrial user to ensure compliance with the federal pretreatment regulations as stated at 40
CFR 403.8(H)(1)(1i1). Further, it is recommended that the City use the EPA’s model permit
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application form to ensure SIUs complete thorough permit applications in an effort to obtain the
necessary information for properly regulating these entities (refer to Attachment 2 of this report
for the EPA’s model permit application).

9.6  Slug Discharge Control Plans

The federal pretreatment regulations at 40 CFR 403.8(f)(2)(vi) require the City to evaluate each
SIU, either by October 14, 2006 or within one year of the facility’s becoming an SIU, to
determine whether the SIU needs to develop and implement a slug discharge control plan. A slug
discharge is any discharge of a non-routine, episodic nature, including an accidental spill or non-
customary batch discharge [40 CFR 403.8(f)(2)(vi)]. The regulations also require an SIU to
notify the POTW immediately of any changes affecting the potential for a slug discharge at its
facility. In addition, the federal pretreatment regulations at 40 CFR 403 .8(£)(1)(1i))(BX6) require
permits to contain requirements to control slug discharges if determined necessary by the POTW.

City representatives informed the EPA Inspection Team that the City’s Class I Industrial Users
had not been evaluated for the need to develop slug discharge control plans (SDCPs). The
inspection form from an inspection conducted at Blue Beacon Truck Wash on September 23,
2014 did not state whether or not the facility was evaluated for the need to develop a SDCP. City
representatives stated that none of the City’s SIUs were required to develop and implement
SDCPs at the time of the inspection.

The EPA Inspection Team observed chemical storage issues at multiple Class I Industrial Users
that were visited as a component of the inspection. Refer to section 9.3, Nondomestic Discharger
Site Inspections Conducted during the Inspection, for more information. The City is required to
evaluate each of its SIUs to determine if the SIU needs to develop and implement a SDCP, as
stated in 40 CFR 403.8(H)(2)(vi).

10. Enforcement

The federal pretreatment regulations at 40 CFR 403.8(f)(5) require the City to develop and
implement an ERP. This plan must contain detailed procedures indicating how the City will
ivestigate and respond to instances of industrial user noncompliance. Upon tormal request for
the City’s ERP, City representatives stated that they were unsure if the City had a formal ERP.
During the course of the inspection, the Senior Pretreatment Inspector found a copy of a
document titled Enforcement Response Plan, and provided it to the EPA Inspection Team. The
ERP was not dated, and contained references to the City of North L.as Vegas’s previous
municipal code, Chapter 4.14, which was no longer being implemented by the City. The City is
required to update its ERP and to reference the correct City municipal codes.

The EPA Inspection Team identified a number of violations in both self-monitoring sampling
data and compliance sampling data that had been reviewed by the previous pretreatment program
supervisor. Some of these violations are summarized in Table 1 below. The City was unable to
provide documentation of enforcement actions taken by the City as a result of the sampling data
violations. City representatives stated that enforcement had been the responsibility of the
previous pretreatment program supervisor; therefore, they were unsure if enforcement had
occurred. Enforcement documentation was not present in the Class I Industrial User files. The
City 1s required to implement its ERP for all discharge violations by its Class I Industrial Users,
as required by 40 CFR 403.8(f)(5).
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Table 1. Discharge Violations from Pipe Maintenance Services, Inc.

2/9/2010 | biological oxygen demand (BOD)
| 2/9/2010 | total dissolved solids (TDS) | 4700 | 1200 | me/L
8/10/2010

11/3/2010 | BOD 7,820 200 mg/L.
11/3/2010 | TDS 2,920 1,200 mg/L
11/3/2010 | total suspended solids (TSS) 8,880 200 mg/L
3/1/2011 | BOD 17,000 200 mg/L
3/12011 | TDS 2,956 1,200 mg/L
3/1/2011 | TSS 17,000 200 mg/L.

Refer to Attachment 3 of this report for a full list of violations identified by the EPA Inspection
Team.

The City 1s required by 40 CFR 403.8(£)(2)(vii) to annually publish the names of all facilities in
SNC in a newspaper(s) of general circulation that provides meaningful public notice within the
Jurisdiction(s) served by the POTW. The City publishes notices regarding the facilities in SNC in
The Las Vegas Review Journal. As noted in section 2.2.1, Significant Noncompliance, of this
report, none of the City’s SIUs were published in the newspaper as being in SNC. At the time of
the inspection, City representatives explained that they were in the process of reacquiring
monitoring data from the SIUs and contract laboratories and that they were currently unaware of
any SIUs in SNC.

11.  Adequacy of Pretreatment Resources

According to the federal regulations at 40 CFR 403.8(f)(3), the POTW shall have sufficient
resources and qualified personnel to carry out the authorities and procedures described in
paragraphs (£)(1) and (2) of this section (i.e. proper legal authority for program implementation
and procedures to ensure compliance with the requirements of the Pretreatment Program.)

As previously stated, City representatives explained that the City lost approximately 1,200
employees during 2009 and 2010 as a result of the economic downturn. In addition, the City’s
previous pretreatment program supervisor unexpectedly retired in July 2014. Furthermore, they
explained that the majority of the City’s pretreatment personnel were part time, and that
currently, the City only had one fulltime pretreatment position, the Senior Pretreatment
Inspector, who had recently been promoted to Pretreatment Program Supervisor (however, to
avoid confusion, he is referred to as the Senior Pretreatment Inspector throughout the report). As
stated in previous sections of the report, the EPA Inspection Team identified a number of
deficiencies with the City’s pretreatment program, including lack of knowledge about the City’s
industrial population; lack of updated legal authority for program implementation; and
significant data gaps with TU inspection reports, compliance sampling, industrial user self-
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monitoring, and overall enforcement response. Due to these issues and deficiencies, the City is
required to ensure that it has allocated the proper resources and qualified personnel to adequately
implement its pretreatment program in accordance with the federal regulations at 40 CFR
403.8(H)(3).

12.  Summary of Requirements and Recommendations

Listed below are the primary requirements and recommendations resulting from the inspection of
the City’s pretreatment program. For more specific information pertaining to each comment,
please refer to the cited sections of the report.

12.1  Requirements

1. Due to the lack of updated written agreements between various entities and the City
regarding program implementation, and uncertainties related to the entity responsible for
regulating nondomestic discharges from industrial users, the City is required to ensure
that it identifies and locates all possible industrial users, in accordance with the federal
regulations at 40 CFR 403.8()(2)(1). (Section 2.1.1, Contributing Jurisdictions and Other
Entities, section 5, Nondomestic Discharger Characterization, and section 9.3,
Nondomestic Discharger Site Inspections Conducted during the Inspection)

2. It should be noted that the City’s SUO was not updated upon completion of the City’s
WREF in 2011, therefore, the SUO does not contain limits that were technically developed
for the City’s WRF treatment capacities. The City is required to conduct a technical
evaluation for local limits, and to develop local limits for the City’s WRF, as stated in
CFR 403.5(c). This local limit evaluation should be a priority for the City. (Section 4,
Local Limits)

3. The City’s SUO was not updated upon completion of the City’s WRE in 2011; therefore,
the SUO does not identify the City’s WRF as a wastewater treatment facility. In order to
ensure that the City has the proper legal authority to include its WRF in the “system,” the
City 1s required to update its SUO to include information regarding the City’s WRF.
(Section 6, Legal Authority)

4. The EPA Inspection Team reviewed chapter 13.28 of the City’s municipal code (SUO)
and identified that the required streamlining provisions had not been added to the SUO.
The City 1s required to update its SUO to include the required streamlining provisions.
(Section 6.1, Streamlining Provisions)

5. Due to the number of expired (and thus invalid) permits issued to SIUs within the City’s
service area, the City is required to ensure that it issues effective permits to the SIUs in
order to control the contributed to the POTW by each IU in accordance with the federal
regulations at 40 CFR 403.8(D)(1)(ii1). (Section 7, Control Mechanisms)

6. As a component of the 2014 inspection, the EPA Inspection Team reviewed the CINTAS
Corporation permit, which did not contain the requirement to notify the control authority
in the event of a significant change in discharge. The City is required to ensure that the
language in its Class [ and Class I1 permits includes the requirement for the facility to
notify the City in the event of a significant change in discharge as stated at 40 CFR
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403.12()) of the federal regulations. (Section 7.1, Notification of Significant Change in
Discharge)

7. The EPA Inspection Team observed that compliance sampling data was missing from the
City’s Class I Industrial User files; therefore the sampling frequency and adequacy could
not be verified. The City is required to ensure that it samples each SIU at least once each
year in accordance with 40 CFR 403.8()(2)(V). (Section 9.1 Compliance Sampling)

8. The EPA Inspection Team observed that compliance sampling data was missing from the
City’s Class I Industrial User files; therefore the sampling frequency and adequacy could
not be verified. The City is required to ensure that it keeps adequate records of
monitoring events in accordance with the federal regulations at 40 CFR 403.12(0).
(Section 9.1 Compliance Sampling)

9. The EPA Inspection Team observed an inspection form dated September 23, 2014 from
an inspection conducted at Blue Beacon Truck Wash. The mnspection form contained
minimal information, and it did not identity processes reviewed, quality of the effluent,
chemical storage information, or required actions and additional comments. Apart from
this one inspection form, City representatives were unable to produce inspection records
for the other Class I Industrial User files reviewed as a component of the inspection;
therefore, the EPA Inspection Team was unable to confirm that the City had conducted
inspections at its Class I Industrial User facilities in 2013. The City is required to ensure
that all SIU are inspected at least once each year, and that those inspections are
adequately documented, as stated at 40 CFR 403.8(H)(2)(V). (Section 9.2, Compliance
Inspections)

10. The EPA Inspection Team observed that the facility was discharging wastewater to the
City under an expired Class I Wastewater Control Permit at the time of the inspection.
The City 1s required ensure that the CINTAS Corporation facility is issued a valid permit
in order to control the contribution to the POTW by the industrial user in accordance with
the federal regulations at 40 CFR 403.8(D)(1)ii1). (Section 9.3, Nondomestic Discharger
Site Inspections Conducted during the Inspection)

11. The City is required to ensure that the CINTAS Corporation facility stores its 500-gallon
tank of flocculant inside secondary containment in accordance with Part I1, Ttem L of the
permit. (Section 9.3, Nondomestic Discharger Site Inspections Conducted during the
Inspection)

12. Due to the uncontained flocculant tank near the discharge/sample sump and the
potentially uncontained coagulant tank inside the equalization tank containment area at
the CINTAS Corporation facility, the City is required to evaluate the need for the facility
to develop a SDCP in accordance with the federal regulations at 40 CFR 403.8(£)(2)(vi).
(Section 9.3, Nondomestic Discharger Site Inspections Conducted during the Inspection
and section 9.6, Slug Discharge Control Plans)

13. Due to the lack of SOPs, the significance of the hole, the level of the high water mark in
relation to the hole, and potential for overflow to spill from the tank, it appeared that the
process interceptor was not being properly operated at the Pipe Maintenance Services,
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Inc. facility. The City is required to ensure that the Pipe Maintenance Services, Inc.
facility properly operates and maintains the process equipment in accordance with Part
B.1 of the standard conditions of the facility’s permit. (Section 9.3, Nondomestic
Discharger Site Inspections Conducted during the Inspection)

14. From the observations noted during the Pipe Maintenance Services, Inc. facility
inspection, the facility was utilizing the potable water source from the black hose to
dilute the wastewater prior to discharging to the City’s sewer. According to 40 CFR
403.6(d) of the federal regulations, “except where expressly authorized to do so by an
applicable Pretreatment Standard or Requirement, no Industrial User shall ever increase
the use of process water, or in any other way attempt to dilute a Discharge as a partial or
complete substitute for adequate treatment to achieve compliance with a Pretreatment
Standard or Requirement.” A similar statement prohibiting the use of dilution as
treatment is stated in Part A.9 of the standard conditions of the facility’s permit.
Additionally, Part A.11.b.16 of the standard conditions of the facility’s permit states that
no water added for the purpose of diluting wastes which would otherwise exceed the
applicable maximum concentration limitations shall not be discharged into the City’s
sewer system. The City is required to ensure that the Pipe Maintenance Services, Inc.
facility does not increase the use of potable water or in any other way attempt to use
dilution as a method of treatment for its process wastewater in accordance with 40 CFR
403.6(d) of the federal regulations and Part A.9 and Part A.11.b.16 of the facility’s
permit. (Section 9.3, Nondomestic Discharger Site Inspections Conducted during the
Inspection)

15. The chemical storage area in the Pipe Maintenance Services, Inc. facility boiler room is
serviced by a floor trench and drain. If there was a chemical spill in this area it had the
potential to enter the floor drain and flow by gravity directly to the City’s sewer system.
The City 1s required to ensure that the Pipe Maintenance Services, Inc. facility store the
chemicals in the boiler room inside secondary containment in accordance with Part 11,
Item L of the permit. (Section 9.3, Nondomestic Discharger Site Inspections Conducted
during the Inspection)

16. The EPA Inspection Team was unable to confirm if the Pipe Maintenance Services, Inc.
facility had been evaluated for the need to develop a SDCP due to lack of documentation.
Due to the uncontained chemical storage area in the boiler room being stored within the
direct vicinity of a sewer connection, the City is required to evaluate the need for the Pipe
Maintenance Services, Inc. facility to develop a SDCP in accordance with the federal
regulations at 40 CFR 403.8()(2)(v1). (Section 9.3, Nondomestic Discharger Site
Inspections Conducted during the Inspection and section 9.6, Slug Discharge Control
Plans)

17. According to the information provided by the Thermofluids, Inc. facility representative,
wastewater with the potential to contain rainwater, stormwater, groundwater, and street
drainage was being discharged to the sanitary sewer from the facility. The City is
required to ensure that the Thermofluids, Inc. facility is not discharging prohibited waters
to the City’s sewer system in accordance with section 13.28.085 of the City’s SUO.
(Section 9.3, Nondomestic Discharger Site Inspections Conducted during the Inspection)

City of North Las Vegas 39

ED_002461_00010490-00040



PCI Draft Summary Report

18. Due to the potential for non-hazardous oily waste to be generated, collected and hauled to
the Thermofluids, Inc. facility, and ultimately discharged to the sewer from the Arcata
way facility, the City is required to further evaluate the operations at the Thermofluids,
Inc. facility and assess the facility’s potential classification as a CIU. (Section 9.3,
Nondomestic Discharger Site Inspections Conducted during the Inspection)

19. The City is required to ensure that it properly notifies each SIU of its status as such and
of all requirements applicable to it as a result of such status in accordance with the federal
regulations at 40 CFR 403.8(f)(2)(111). (Section 9.3, Nondomestic Discharger Site
Inspections Conducted during the Inspection)

20. Due to the lack of knowledge by City staff regarding the previous pretreatment
supervisor’s process for reviewing Class 1 Industrial User self-monitoring data, as well as
the large amount of missing self-monitoring and compliance data in the Class I Industrial
User files, it was unclear to the EPA Inspection Team whether the City was adequately
reviewing all sampling data from its Class I Industrial Users. The City is required to
ensure that it reviews and analyzes reports submitted by its Class I Industrial Users, as
stated in 40 CFR 403.8(D(2)(iv). (Section 9.4, Requesting, Receiving, and Analyzing
Reports)

21. The City is required to evaluate its permitting process and ultimately ensure that it
controls through permit the contribution to the POTW by each industrial user to ensure
compliance with the federal pretreatment regulations as stated at 40 CFR 403 .8(£)(1)(iii).
(Section 9.5, SIU Permit Applications)

22. The City is required to evaluate each of its SIUs to determine if the SIU needs to develop
and implement a SDCP, as stated in 40 CFR 403.8(D)(2)(v1). (Section 9.6, Shug Discharge
Control Plans)

23. Upon formal request for the City’s ERP, City representatives stated that they were unsure
if the City had a formal ERP. During the course of the inspection, the Senior Pretreatment
Inspector found a copy of a document titled Enforcement Response Plan, and provided it
to the EPA Inspection Team. The ERP was not dated, and contained references to the
City of North Las Vegas’s previous municipal code, Chapter 4.14, which was no longer
being implemented by the City. The City is required to update its ERP and to reference
the correct City municipal codes. (Section 10, Enforcement)

24. The EPA Inspection Team identified a number of violations in both self-monitoring
sampling data and compliance sampling data that had been reviewed by the previous
pretreatment program supervisor. The City was unable to provide documentation of
enforcement actions taken by the City as a result of the sampling data violations. City
representatives stated that enforcement had been the responsibility of the previous
pretreatment program supervisor, therefore, they were unsure if enforcement had
occurred. Enforcement documentation was not present in the Class I Industrial User files.
The City 1s required to implement its ERP for all discharge violations by its Class I
Industrial Users, as required by 40 CFR 403.8(£)(5). (Section 10, Enforcement)
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25. As stated in previous sections of the report, the EPA Inspection Team identified a number
of deficiencies with the City’s pretreatment program, including lack of knowledge about
the City’s industrial population; lack of updated legal authority for program
implementation; and significant data gaps with TU inspection reports, compliance
sampling, industrial user self-monitoring, and overall enforcement response. Due to these
issues and deficiencies, the City is required to ensure that it has allocated the proper
resources and qualified personnel to adequately implement its pretreatment program in
accordance with the federal regulations at 40 CFR 403.8(£)(3). (Section 11, Adequacy of
Pretreatment Resources)

12.2 Recommendations

1. It is strongly recommended that the City ensure that it has a current and updated written
agreement in place with the Clark County Water Reclamation District that addresses the
City’s responsibilities for implementing the pretreatment program in the Nellis Industrial
Park. Further, the City should make it a priority to identify which entity is responsible for
regulating the industries within the City that discharge to Clark County. (Section
2.1.1,Contributing Jurisdictions and Other Entities and section 5, Nondomestic
Discharger Characterization)

2. It is recommended that the City continue to develop its pharmaceutical take-back
program. (Section, 2.2.2, Pharmaceutical Recovery)

3. City representatives stated that data regarding mercury levels in the City’s wastewater
was included in the 2013 Annual Pretreatment Report; however, the EPA Inspection
Team did not find this information when reviewing the 2013 Annual Pretreatment
Report. It is recommended that the City review trends in mercury concentrations for the
WREF’s influent, effluent, and sludge and continue to permit and inspect dental facilities
within the service area. (Section 2.2.4, Dental Mercury)

4. City representatives did not know if the City had discussed the EPA’s SDSI program with
the industrial laundries. City representatives stated that the previous pretreatment
program supervisor had been responsible for communicating with the City’s industrial
laundries, as well as conducting inspections at the facilities. City representatives also did
not know if any of the eight facilities participated in the SDSI program or made any
voluntary efforts to reduce the use of NPEs in their operations. It is recommended that the
City discuss and review the EPA’s SDSI program with the industrial laundries in its
service area. (Section 2.2.5, Industrial Laundries)

5. City representatives stated that in the past, City inspectors provided FOG brochures to
residential customers near areas where SSOs occurred; however, they were unaware if
brochures were still being distributed in these areas. It is recommended that the City
continue to develop and distribute outreach materials to residents about properly
disposing of FOG waste and procedures for reporting SSOs. (Section 2.2.6, Performance
Measures)
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6. City representatives stated that the City had not yet developed outreach materials for the
general public describing the effects of discharging nonwoven disposable products to the
collection system. It is recommended that the City develop and distribute outreach
materials on the proper disposal of nonwoven disposable products to protect the
collection system and the POTW as a whole. (Section 2.2.8, Nonwoven Disposable
Products)

7. As a component of the inspection, the EPA Inspection Team reviewed the CINTAS
Corporation permit issued by the City and provided to the EPA Inspection Team during
the onsite inspection. According to Part 1.a of the permit, the outfall is identified as “001-
plant operations.” According to Part I A of the permit, “The permittee shall sample the
discharge emanating from its outfall(s) semi-annually for all parameters specified in this
permit.” From the information provided in Part 1.a of the permit, it is unclear where
samples should be collected. It is strongly recommended that the City amend the permit
to include specific information on the sampling location; this description may include a
photograph or the specific location where samples should be collected. (Section 7.2,
Sampling Location)

8. The EPA Inspection Team was unable to verify whether the City was implementing an
approved pretreatment program, as required by 40 CFR 403 .8. Specifically, the City’s
original approved pretreatment program and SUO were developed prior to the
construction of the City’s WRF in 2011, described in section 2.1, Size of Program. of this
report. It did not appear that the City had modified its pretreatment program or SUO upon
completion of the City’s WRF. If the City is unsure if the current pretreatment program is
still EPA—approved, then it is strongly recommended that the City communicate this to
EPA. (Section 8, Application of Pretreatment Standards and Requirements)

9. The EPA Inspection Team observed an inspection form dated September 23, 2014 from
an inspection conducted at Blue Beacon Truck Wash. The inspection form contained
minimal information, and it did not identify processes reviewed, quality of the effluent,
chemical storage information, or required actions and additional comments. It is
recommended that the City include more detail about the facility inspections and include
information such as the condition of the pretreatment system, notes on discussions held,
calibration details, and characteristics of the facility’s effluent. (Section 9.2, Compliance
Inspections)

10. Tt is recommended that the City conduct a followup inspection at the CINTAS
Corporation facility to determine the facility’s need to reinstall the pH monitoring system
to conduct continuous pH monitoring and ultimately ensure that the wastewater 1s within
the permitted pH range. (Section 9.3, Nondomestic Discharger Site Inspections
Conducted during the Inspection)

11. Tt is recommended that the City inspectors become familiar with the CINTAS
Corporation facility’s pretreatment system and that the City recommend the facility
develop written SOPs for operating the pretreatment system in the event that Decon
Water Technologies, LLC is unavailable. (Section 9.3, Nondomestic Discharger Site
Inspections Conducted during the Inspection)
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12. 1t is recommended that the City conduct a follow-up inspection at the CINTAS
Corporation to ensure that chemicals are properly stored, and not within the direct
vicinity of the facility’s discharge/sample sump. (Section 9.3, Nondomestic Discharger
Site Inspections Conducted during the Inspection)

13. The facility representatives were very proud of their water treatment and reuse system
and stated to contact them in the event that additional information or inspections were
needed. It is recommended that the City conduct a thorough follow-up inspection of the
G&K Services facility. (Section 9.3, Nondomestic Discharger Site Inspections Conducted
during the Inspection)

14. Tt is strongly recommended that the City followup with the Pipe Maintenance Services,
Inc. facility to ensure that the facility updates the schematics to accurately reflect the
process flow taking place at the facility. (Section 9.3, Nondomestic Discharger Site
Inspections Conducted during the Inspection)

15. Tt is recommended that the City conduct a followup inspection at the Pipe Maintenance
Services, Inc. facility to ensure that appropriate procedures are in place to eliminate spills
and/or events that may create slug-like discharges to the sanitary sewer. (Section 9.3,
Nondomestic Discharger Site Inspections Conducted during the Inspection)

16. Tt is recommended that the City follow up with the Thermofluids, Inc. facility to ensure
that chemicals are properly stored and contained. (Section 9.3, Nondomestic Discharger
Site Inspections Conducted during the Inspection)

17. Tt is strongly recommended that the City conduct a followup inspection at the
Thermofluids, Inc. facility to determine the potential for chemicals in the warehouse to be
discharged to the sanitary sewer from the floor drain. Further, the City should determine
if the floor drain at the Thermofluids, Inc. facility needs a more permanent seal and
should inspect the floor drain area as part of its annual inspection. (Section 9.3,
Nondomestic Discharger Site Inspections Conducted during the Inspection)

18. It is recommended that the City use the EPA’s model permit application form to ensure
SIUs complete thorough permit applications in an effort to obtain the necessary
information for properly regulating these entities. (Section 9.5, SIU Permit Applications)
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ICIS WENDB DATA ENTRY WORKSHEET
PRETREATMENT COMPLIANCE INSPECTIONS/INSPECTIONS

» TYPE OF COMPLIANCE MONITORING: PCI

» NAME OF PRETREATMENT PROGRAM: City of North Las Vegas

» CONTROLLING AUTHORITY NPDES ID: NV0023647

START DATE OF INSPECTION .................cc....... 9/29/2014 l » END DATE OF INSPECTION ..., 9/30/2014

LEAD INSPECTOR {Name, Company, Phone, E-mail [if available]}:
Kettie Holland; PG Environmental; 303-279-1778

ACCOMPANYING INSPECTOR(s) (Name, Company, Phone, E-mail [if available]}:
Danny O'Connell; PG Environmental; 303-279-1778
Anthony D’Angelo; PG Environmental; 303-279-1778

PCI CHECKLIST CHEPé:Ia.lST
SIGNIFICANT INDUSTRIAL USERS (SIUs) REFERENCE REFERENCE DATA
P SlUs*: 1.B.2.a 1.C4.a 24
¥ SlUs Without Control Mechanism: [ Ko N 1.D.1 and ILA 23
» SiUs Not inspected: ILE.2.c I.F.2.c Unknown
» SlUs Not Sampled: ILE.2.b I.F.2.b Unknown
» SlUs in SNC with Pretreatment Standards™ : ILF.3.a I.LF.3.a 0
» SlUs in SNC with Reporting Requirements: ILF.3.a I.F.3.a 4]
SlUs in SNC with Pretreatment Schedule: I.LF.3.a o]
SlUs in SNC Published in Newspaper: 1.G.4; ILD.7 4]
Criminal Suits Filed Against SiUs: IL.FA ]
CATEGORICAL INDUSTRIAL USERS (CIUs) :
» ClUs:
OTHER INFORMATION :
Pass-Through/interference Indicator {none, Yes, or No)

DEFICIENCIES

Control Mechanism Deficiencies (No or Yes) IL.D.1HLA4 Yes
Inadequacy of Sampling and inspections (No or Yes) I.C and Yes
Site Visit
Sheets
Adequacy of Pretreatment Resources (Yes or No) 1.1 No
FOOTNOTES:

B denotes required information
* The number of SlUs entered into PCS is based on the CA’s definition of “Significant Industrial User.”
** AS DEFINED IN EPA’s 1986 Pretreatment Compliance Monitoring and Enforcement Guidance.

DATA BN TR Y e RKeHEET  Anthony D’Angelo DATE:  12/02/2014
TITLE: Environmental Scientist TELEPHONE NO..  303-279-1778
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RNC DATA ENTRY WORKSHEET

RNC DATA ENTRY WORKSHEET

INSTRUCTIONS: Enter the data provided by the specific checklist questions that

are referenced.

City of North Las Vegas

NPDES number NV0023647

Date of inspection 9/29-30/2014

Date entered into PCS

Checklist

Level Reference

NA Failure to enforce against pass through and/or interference | I.LF.6.b&9

NA Failure to submit required reports within 30 days | Att. AA3

NA Failure to meet compliance schedule milestone date within 90 days I Att. AA4

Y Failure to issue/reissue control mechanisms to 90% of SiUs within 6 months 1 .C.1.b&2
NA Failure to inspect or sample 80% of SiUs within the last 12 months i ILE.2
Y Failure to enforce pretreatment standards and reporting requirements 1 I.F.2

NA Other (specify)

SNC

NA CA in SNC for violation of any Level | criterion

Y CA in SNC for violation of two or more Level |l criterion

For more information on RNC, please refer to EPA’s 1990 Guidance for Reporting and Evaluating POTW Noncompliance with

Pretreatment iImplementation Requirements

RNC WORKSHEET COMPLETED BY: Anthony D’Angelo
TTLE  Environmental Scientist

DATE: 12/02/2014
TELEPHONE: 303-279-1778
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Site Visit Data Sheet
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SITE VISIT DATA SHEET

INSTRUCTIONS: Record observations made during the IU site visit. Provide as much detail as possible.

Name of Industry: Biodiesel of Las Vegas

Address of Industry: 5233 East El Campo Grande Avenue; North Las Vegas, NV 89115

Date of visit: 9/30/2014 | Time of visit: 10:00 a.m.

Name of inspector(s):

Dominic Marvelli, Pretreatment Inspector, City of North Las Vegas (City)
Nikita Lingenfelter, Nevada Division of Environmental Protection

Kettie Holland, EPA Contractor, PG Environmental, LLC

Provide the name(s) and title(s) of industry representative(s)

Name Title Phone/Email
Don Vines Chief Maintenance dvines(@nclasvegas.com
Engineer
Brian (last name not provided) Not provided. Not provided.

TU Permit Number: CCWRD-094 (issued | Exp Date: 6/30/2014 1U Classification: Non-categorical
by the Clark County Water Reclamation | Refer to note 1 inthe | significant industrial user (SIU).

District) Notes section.
Inspection Scheduled | X| Unscheduled PCA
Type/Purpose X | PCI New Company Complaint

Please provide the following documentation:

1. Nature of operation: The facility manufactured biodiesel fuel. The purpose of the inspection was to
identify if the facility was covered by an industrial wastewater discharge permit, and if so, which
regulatory entity was responsible for issuing the permit. Refer to note 1 in the Notes section for further

information.
2. Number of Not Number | N/R. Hours of N/R.
employees reviewed of shifts: operation:
(N/R).

3. Water source: N/R.

4. Wastestream flow(s) discharged to the POTW: The facility discharged process wastewater to the Clark
County Water Reclamation District (CCWRD).

Sanitary: [ NR. | Process: | N/R. | Combined: | N/R.

5. Describe any significant changes in process or flow: No significant changes in process or flow were
observed during the time of the inspection.

6. Type of pretreatment system (Describe): Due to time restrictions, the pretreatment system was not
mspected; however, the pretreatment process was verbally described to the inspection team. Refer to note
1 in the Notes section for additional mformation.

| Continuous flow | X | Batch | | Combined

7. Condition/operation of pretreatment system (Describe): The pretreatment system was not inspected
during the inspection.

Any unusual conditions or problems with the pretreatment system: N/R.

8. Process area description (identify raw materials and processes used): The process area was not inspected
by the inspection team due to time constraints.

9. Condition/operation of process area (Describe): N/R.

Any unusual conditions or problems with the process area: Not applicable (N/A).

City of North Las Vegas 48

ED_002461_00010490-00049



Biodiesel of Las Vegas SVDS PCI Draft Summary Report

10.  General housekeeping in process area (Describe): N/R.
Any unusual conditions or problems with general housekeeping in process area: N/A.

11.  Chemical storage area (identify the chemicals that are maintained on-site and how they are stored): N/R.
Any floor drains? N/R. Any spill control N/R.

measures?

General housekeeping of chemical storage area (Describe): N/A.

12.  Are hazardous wastes drummed and labeled? N/R.

13. Does the IU have hazardous waste manifests? N/R.

Any problems associated with hazardous waste: N/A.
14.  Solid waste production: N/R.
Solid waste disposal method(s): N/A.
15, Description of sample location: N/R.
Sampling method/technique: N/R.
16.  Evaluation of self-monitoring Yes X | No N/A
data?

If yes, was self-monitoring adequate: N/A.

17.  Who performs the self-monitoring analysis? N/R.

1. During conversations with City representatives, the inspection team asked if the Biodiesel of Las Vegas
facility was permitted. The City representatives did not know if the facility was permitted or which entity
(i.e. the City or Clark County) was responsible for permitting the facility. The inspection team decided to
inspect the facility, identify if process wastewater was generated at the facility, and if so, where it was
discharged. The inspection team explained the reason for the inspection to the facility representatives and
asked questions pertaining to the operations at the facility, discharge processes, wastewater pretreatment,
and permitting. The facility representatives stated that Clark County has issued them an industrial
wastewater discharge permit and a Clark County representative collects wastewater samples at the
facility. The permit, which expired on June 30, 2014, was provided to the inspection team. Attached to
the permit was a wastewater permit extension letter issued by Clark County dated July 17, 2014, stating
that the 2013/2014 fiscal year permit is administratively extended until such time that Clark County re-
issues the permit.

The facility representatives also stated that the facility generates wastewater, which is stored in a holding
tank. The pH of the wastewater is measured and the facility releases approximately 10,000 gallons per
discharge event to a lift station, which discharges to Clark County.

During conversations with City representatives prior to conducting the site visit, the inspection team
found that the City was unaware if the facility was located within their service area and if the facility
discharged to the City’s sanitary sewer system. The City representatives explained that the facility, in
addition to a number of other facilities, near the Nellis Industrial Park could discharge to Clark County
even though they may be located in the City of North Las Vegas. The City referred to these facilities as
“border facilities” and had not determined which entity, the City or Clark County, was responsible for
regulating these facilities. According to the federal regulations at 40 CFR 403.8(£)(2)(1), the City is
required to identify and locate all possible industrial users that might be subject to the POTW
pretreatment program. The City is required to ensure that it identifies and locates industrial users that
might be subject to the City’s pretreatment program in accordance with the federal regulations at 40 CFR
403.8(f)2)(1). It is also strongly recommended that the City communicate and work with Clark County
to identify and distinguish jurisdictional responsibilities for the border facilities.
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CINTAS Corporation

Site Visit Data Sheet
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SITE VISIT DATA SHEET

INSTRUCTIONS: Record observations made during the TU site visit. Provide as much detail as possible.

Name of Industry: CINTAS Corporation

Address of Industry: 2460 Kiel Way: North Las Vegas, NV 89030

Date of visit: 9/30/2014 | Time of visit: 9:20 a.m.

Name of inspector(s):

Lloyd Schafer, Pretreatment Inspector, City of North Las Vegas (City)
Kirk Medina, Utilities Operations Manager, City

Anthony I’ Angelo, EPA Contractor, PG Environmental, L1.C

Jim Polek, EPA Region 9

See note 1 in the Notes section of this report for additional details.

Provide the name(s) and title(s) of industry representative(s)

Name Title Phone/Email
James “Jim” Cain I Production Manager 702-649-7511 Ext. 33046/
Camnj@CINTAS.com
Richard (last name unknown) Pretreatment System Information not provided.
Operator
TU Permit Number: CLLV-10 (Class I Exp Date: August 31, | IU Classification: Non-categorical
Permit) 2014. See note 2 in the | significant industrial user (SIU).

Notes section of this
report for additional

details.
Inspection Scheduled | X | Unscheduled PCA
Type/Purpose X | PCI New Company Complaint

Please provide the following documentation:

1.

Nature of operation: The facility was an industrial laundry that laundered items including shop towels,
restaurant towels, aprons, bath towels, floor mats, and uniforms from various industries. The facility was
permitted as an SIU due to the volume of wastewater generated and discharged from the facility. The
facility also dyed red shop towels and blue food service towels.

2. Number of 125 Number | 3 Hours of 24 hours per day,

employees of shifts: operation: Monday—Friday; also
typically operates one
weekend day per month.

3. Water source: City of North Las Vegas

4. Wastestream flow(s) discharged to the POTW: The facility discharges pretreated wash water and rinse
water from its laundry operations and general facility cleanup water.

Sanitary: Not reviewed | Process: | 30,000— Combined: | N/R.
(N/R). 35,000
gallons per
day (gpd)

5. Describe any significant changes in process or flow: No significant changes in process or flow were
observed at the facility during the inspection. See note 3 in the Notes section of this report for additional
details.

6. Type of pretreatment system (Describe): The facility’s pretreatment system consists of a shaker screen

unit and a dissolved air flotation (DAF) unit to settle and remove the solids.
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Wastewater generated from the facility’s laundry operations is collected in two trench drains that run
underneath the facility’s nine washers. The two trench drains convey wastewater to two, 5,000-gallon
“dirty-water pits,” each of which has an aeration system. The Production Manager did not know if the
two dirty-water pits are connected to each other or which trench drains to which pit. At the time of the
spection, wastewater from the laundry operations was draining into one of the two dirty-water pits;
however, both pits appeared to contain a similar level of wastewater. It appeared to the EPA Inspection
Team that the two 5,000-gallon dirty-water pits were connected; however, this was not confirmed while
the team was onsite.

The Production Manger stated that the dirty-water pits are aerated to enhance solids removal.
Wastewater from both 5,000-gallon dirty-water pits is pumped to a shaker screen unit to remove solids,
such as lint and other debris. Solid waste from the shaker screen unit is disposed of in a solid waste
dumpster near the pretreatment area, and ultimately hauled offsite to the local landfill.

From the shaker screen unit, wastewater drains into a 10,000-gallon “clean dirty-water pit,” which is
equipped with its own aeration system. The EPA Inspection Team observed multiple pipes leading into
the clean dirty-water pit, including two pipes connected to the facility’s DAF unit, a pipe from the shaker
screen, a pipe connected the shaker screen solids basket, a pipe from the facility’s filter press, and a pipe
from the equalization tank’s secondary containment pit. The Production Manager stated that the two,
5,000-gallon, dirty-water pits and the single, 10,000-gallon, clean dirty-water pit are cleaned out every
six months and that the City’s previous pretreatment program supervisor had observed the cleaning
events in person.

The wastewater from the clean dirty-water pit is pumped to an equalization tank with an approximate
capacity of 30,000 gallons and a blower system to circulate wastewater within the tank. The equalization
tank is located in a secondary containment pit. Coagulant is added as wastewater from the equalization
tank 1s pumped to the DAF unit. Before entering the DAF unit, the wastewater is circulated through a
spiral piping system where clay and flocculent are added. Wastewater then flows through the DAF unit
and 1s conveyed through an unlabeled tank and into the facility’s discharge/sample containment sump,
which contained an open discharge pipe to the City’s sanitary sewer. The unlabeled tank’s outlet pipe
into the discharge/sample sump contained a valve that appeared to allow wastewater from the unlabeled
tank to drain back into the DAF unit. The facility representatives were unaware of the purpose of the
tank.

Solids that are skimmed from the DAF unit are pumped to a filter press. Filter cake generated from the
filter press is disposed of in a dumpster located near the pretreatment area. Filtrate produced at the filter
press is returned, via pipe, to the clean dirty-water pit. The Production Manager stated that the solid
waste dumpster is removed three times a month and emptied at the Apex landfill.

The facility does not perform continuous pH monitoring of its wastewater effluent. The EPA Inspection
Team observed a pH probe and monitoring system near the unlabeled tank and discharge/sample sump;
however, it was not working at the time of the inspection. See note 4 in the Notes section of this report
for additional details.

NOTE: The pretreatment system is reported as it was observed during the time of this inspection.

| Continuous flow \ Batch | | Combined
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Condition/operation of pretreatment system (Describe): The facility’s pretreatment system appeared to
be operating properly at the time of the inspection; however, the EPA Inspection Team observed a large
amount of foam at the DAF effluent pipe and inside the discharge sump/sample location. See note 5 in
the Notes section of this report for additional details.

The pretreatment system area was organized and free debris. The pretreatment system, which includes
the two dirty-water pits, the clean dirty-water pit, an equalization tank, the DAF unit, a shaker screen
unit, and the filter press, was located under cover in the northeastern corner of the facility. The solid
waste dumpster used to store the shaker screen and filter press solid waste and filter cake was stored
outside; however, the dumpster was equipped with a cover.

The Production Manager stated that a CINTAS-employee pretreatment-system operator was present at
the facility during each shift but that the facility relies on a third party, Decon Water Technologies, LLC,
to operate and maintain the pretreatment system. See note 6 in the Notes section of this report for
additional details.

Any unusual conditions or problems with the pretreatment system: The EPA Inspection Team observed a
large amount of foam at the DAF effluent pipe and inside the discharge sump/sample location. See note 5
in the Notes section of this report for additional details.

Process area description (identify raw materials and processes used): Laundry was received at the south
side of the facility and was sorted, bagged, weighed, and loaded onto a conveyor system that transported
it to one of nine available washing machines. Laundry detergent and bleach were stored inside in
multiple bulk containers of varying sizes, in the eastern portion of the facility near the day-use chemical
storage room. All bulk detergent tanks were stored within a concrete secondary containment structure.

Detergents and chemicals from the bulk storage area were pumped to the indoor daily-use chemical
drums and tanks, where detergent and chemicals were distributed to the washing machines via an
electronic chemical injection system. Laundry from the washing machines was conveyed to drying units.
After the drying process, laundry could be steam-finished, pressed, or hung. The clean laundry was then
sorted and shipped.

Condition/operation of process area (Describe): All washing and drying machines at the facility were
located within an enclosed gated area for safety reasons. The process areas were generally organized as
the majority of laundry was conveyed through the facility via an overhead conveyance system.

Any unusual conditions or problems with the process area: No unusual conditions or problems were
observed with the process area during the time of the inspection.

10.

General housekeeping in process area (Describe): The process area was relatively clean and organized.

Any unusual conditions or problems with general housekeeping in process area: No unusual conditions
or problems were observed with the housekeeping of the process area during the time of the inspection.

11.

Chemical storage area (identify the chemicals that are maintained on-site and how they are stored):
There were three main chemical storage areas at the facility. The following observations were made
pertaining to chemical storage during the inspection:

e Indoor bulk chemical storage area — This chemical storage area was located inside and the tanks
were either double-walled or stored within a secondary containment structure. The area contained
the following chemicals:

- 700-gallon tank of bleach.
- Unknown-sized tank of Advance laundry detergent (alcohois C-10-16 ethoxylated,
dipropylene glycol methyl ether, lauryl dimethylamine oxide, water).
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- Unknown-sized tank of Structure builder/water conditioning agent (I.-Glutamic acid, N, N-
diacetic acid, tetrasodium salt, sodium metasilicate, sodium carbonate, water).
- Unknown-sized tank of Express industrial alkali (sodium hydroxide, water).

e Daily-use chemical storage area — This chemical storage area is located within a bermed area
inside a room, which is next to the bulk chemical storage area. It contained multiple types of
detergents and cleaning chemicals in different size vessels:

- Two 300-gallon tanks.
- Four 55-gallon drums.

e Pretreatment area — Flocculant, coagulant, and clay were stored at the pretreatment area:
- One 500-gallon tank of D-923/D-924 flocculant near the discharge/sample sump.
- One 500-gallon tank of coagulant stored within the equalization tank containment area.
- Multiple bags of clay and a mixing tank adjacent to the DAF unit.

Any floor drains? Yes. See note 7 inthe | Any spill control Yes. Secondary
Notes section of this measures? containment structures and
report for additional a concrete berm.
details.

General housekeeping of chemical storage area (Describe): The chemical storage areas were relatively
clean and organized. See note 7 in the Notes section of this report for additional details.

12.  Are hazardous wastes drummed and labeled? N/R.

13.  Does the U have hazardous waste manifests? This component was not reviewed as part of the site
inspection.

Any problems associated with hazardous waste: This component was not reviewed as part of the site
mspection.

14, Solid waste production: Solid waste was produced at the facility in the form of filter cake; solids from
the dirty-water pits and clean dirty-water pit; screen shaker lint and debris; and sludge from the
equalization tank and DAF unit.

Solid waste disposal method(s): Solid wastes at the facility were collected and hauled offsite for proper
disposal at the Apex landfill.

15.  Description of sample location: The facility’s sample location was inside the discharge/sample sump
located in the northeast portion of the facility, adjacent to the DAF unit, flocculent tank, and unlabeled

tank.

Sampling method/technique: Grab and composite samples were collected at the facility.
16.  Evaluation of self-monitoring Yes X | No N/A

data?

If ves, was self-monitoring adequate: N/R.

17.  Who pertorms the self-monitoring analysis? The Production Manager stated that Silver State
Laboratories is responsible for the self-monitoring sample collection and analysis. In addition, he stated
that Silver State Laboratories shows up unannounced to the facility to collect the samples.

1. The City inspector stated that while he is responsible for conducting compliance sampling at the City’s
Class I facilities (i.e., SIUs), he had not previously conducted an inspection at a Class I facility. The
City’s previous pretreatment program supervisor had inspected the Class I facilities.

2. The EPA Inspection Team observed that the facility was discharging wastewater to the City under an
expired Class I Wastewater Control Permit at the time of the inspection. The Production Manager
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78]

provided a copy of the facility’s Class I Wastewater Control Permit to the EPA Inspection Team at the
beginning of the inspection. The permit became effective on September 1, 2009 and expired on August
31, 2014. The Production Manager stated that in the summer of 2014, he had contacted the City
regarding the upcoming permit expiration date and that the City’s previous pretreatment coordinator
verbally told him to continue operating after the expiration date of the permit. In addition, he stated that
he did not receive a written confirmation from the City to continue operating under the expired permit
after August 31, 2014. The federal regulations at 40 CFR 403.8(f)(1)(ii1) state that a publicly owned
treatment works (POTW) pretreatment program must “control through Permit, order, or similar means,
the contribution to the POTW by each Industrial User to ensure compliance with applicable Pretreatment
Standards and Requirements. In the case of Industrial Users identified as significant under § 403.3(v),
this control shall be achieved through individual permits or equivalent individual control mechanisms
issued to each such User.” The City is required ensure that the facility is issued a valid permit in order to
control the contribution to the POTW by the industrial user in accordance with the federal regulations at
40 CFR 403.8(H)(1)(iii).

The facility was planning to modify the pretreatment system in December 2014. Specifically, the facility
was planning to install a hard-pipe connection from the 10,000-gallon clean dirty-water pit to the
approximate 30,000-gallon equalization tank. At the time of the inspection, the clean dirty-water pit and
equalization tank were connected via a flexible pipe that hung between the pit and the tank.

The Production Manager stated that the facility does not conduct continuous pH monitoring of the
facility’s discharge. The EPA Inspection Team observed a pH probe and a monitoring system control
box; however, the system was inoperable at the time of the inspection. In addition, a tank with an
unknown purpose was observed between the DAF unit and the facility’s discharge/sample sump. The
facility representatives were unaware of the purpose of the tank. Effluent from the DAF passed through
the tank before entering the discharge/sample sump (refer to Photograph 1 in the CINTAS Corporation
Photograph log).

The EPA Inspection Team observed a large amount of foam at two locations: the effluent point from the
DAF unit and within the discharge/sample sump (refer to Photographs 2 and 3 in the CINTAS
Corporation Photograph log). The facility’s pretreatment operator present at the time of the inspection
stated that foam is very common in both the DAF unit and within the discharge/sample sump due to the
flocculent that is added to the wastewater upstream of the DAF unit. The facility does not conduct
continuous pH monitoring; therefore, the EPA Inspection Team was unable to verify whether the foam
accumulated was influencing the pH of the facility’s discharge. It is recommended that the City conduct
a followup inspection to determine the facility’s need to reinstall the pH monitoring system to conduct
continuous pH monitoring and ultimately ensure that the wastewater is within the permitted pH range.
Soaps and detergents can raise the pH of the wastewater; therefore, the City should ensure that the pH of
the facility’s discharge is within the permitted limits.

The Production Manager stated that a CINTAS-employee pretreatment-system operator was present at
the facility during each shift, but that the facility relies on a third party, Decon Water Technologies,
LLC, to operate and maintain the pretreatment system. In addition, he stated that Decon Water
Technologies, LLC visits the pretreatment system monthly to maintain the system and discuss operations

with the CINTAS pretreatment-system operators. Furthermore, he stated that Decon Water Technologies,

LLC was responsible for providing the facility with coagulant, flocculent, and clay. It is recommended
that the City inspectors become familiar with the facility’s pretreatment system and that the City
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recommend the facility develop written standard operating procedures (SOPs) for operating the
pretreatment system in the event that Decon Water Technologies, LLC is unavailable.

The EPA Inspection Team observed that the 500-gallon tank of flocculent was stored immediately up
gradient of the facility’s discharge/sample sump. The flocculent tank was single-walled and was not
located in a secondary containment structure (refer to Photographs 4 and 5 in the CINTAS Corporation
Photograph log). In the event of a spill or leak, flocculent could potentially enter the discharge/sample
sump and discharge directly to the City via the open discharge pipe. Part I, Monitoring and Reporting,
Ttem I, Spill Containment Systems, of the facility’s expired Class | Wastewater Control Permit states,
“Secondary containment is required for all petroleum and chemical products in containers greater than
five gallons.” Therefore, the City is required to ensure that the facility store the 500-gallon tank of
flocculent mside secondary containment in accordance with Part 11, Item 1. of the permit. It is also
recommended that the City conduct a follow-up inspection to ensure that chemicals are properly stored,
and not within the direct vicinity of the facility’s discharge/sample sump.

In addition, the 500-gallon tank of coagulant was stored inside the equalization tank containment area. It
could not be determined while the EPA Inspection Team was onsite if the coagulant tank was double-
walled. The EPA Inspection Team observed three floor drains at the bottom of the containment area;
these drained back to the 10,000-gallon, clean dirty-water pit. The Production Manager stated that in the
event of a spill or leak from the coagulant tank, the coagulant would be isolated in the clean dirty-water
pit. The federal regulations at 40 CFR 403.8(f)(2)(vi) state that the POTW shall “evaluate whether each
Significant Industrial User needs a plan or other action to control Slug Discharges.” The EPA Inspection
Team was unable to confirm if the facility had been evaluated for the need to develop a slug discharge
control plan (SDCP). Due to the uncontained flocculent tank near the discharge/sample sump and the
potentially uncontained coagulant tank inside the equalization tank containment area, the City is required
to evaluate the need for the facility to develop a SDCP in accordance with the federal regulations at 40
CFR 403.8(H)(2)(vi).
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R

Photograph 1. View of the unlabeled tank, pH monitoring system, and pH probe located
adjacent to the DAF unit and discharge/sample sump. The pH monitoring system was inoperable
at the time of the inspection. Note the unknown tank’s outlet pipe valve.

Photograph 2. View of foam accumulation at the DAF unit effluent discharge point. The
facility’s pretreatment system shift operator stated that foam was very common in here and in the
discharge/sample sump due to the addition of flocculant to the wastewater, prior to the DAF unit.
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Photograph 4. View of the single-walled, 500-gallon flocculant tank stored immediately
adjacent to the facility’s discharge/sample sump. Note the tank was not in secondary
containment.
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Photograph 5. Close-up view of the single-walled, 500-gallon flocculant tank, shown in
Photograph 4, stored immediately adjacent to the facility’s discharge/sample sump. Note the tank
was not in secondary containment.
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G&K Services

Site Visit Data Sheet
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SITE VISIT DATA SHEET

INSTRUCTIONS: Record observations made during the IU site visit. Provide as much detail as possible.

Name of Industry: G&K Services

Address of Industry: 4670 Vandenberg Drive; North Las Vegas, NV 89081

Date of visit: 9/29/2014 Time of visit: 3:20 p.m.

Name of inspector(s):

Perry Johnson, Water Reclamation Facility Operations Supervisor, City of North Las Vegas (City)

Kirk Medina, Utilities Operations Manager, City

Nikita Lingenfelter, NDEP, Technical, Compliance and Enforcement, Bureau of Water Pollution Control
Jim Polek, EPA Region 9

Danny O’Connell, EPA Contractor, PG Environmental, LL.C

Provide the name(s) and title(s) of industry representative(s)

Name Title Phone/Email
See notes 1 and 2 in Notes section. Plant Manager 888-349-2754
Operations Manager
1U Permit Number: NIP-9 Exp Date: Seenote 3 | IU Classification: See note 3 in Notes.

in Notes section for
additional information.

Inspection Scheduled | X | Unscheduled PCA

Type/Purpose X | PCI New Company Complaint

Please provide the following documentation:

1. Nature of operation: The facility was an industrial laundry that laundered rugs, rags/wipers, and uniforms
from various clients. The inspection process at the facility was unique and the EPA Inspection Team
adapted as needed to conduct the facility inspection. Refer to notes 1 and 2 of the Notes section for

additional details.
2. Number of 120 Number | 2 Hours of 15 hours per day,
employees of shifts: operation: Monday-Friday.

had

Water source: City of North Las Vegas

4. Wastestream flow(s) discharged to the POTW: The facility was applying an advanced wash water
treatment system to their operations in an effort to reuse all wash waters. When the system does not have
the storage capacity or the treatment system doesn’t generate a reusable water quality, the facility
discharges pretreated wash water from its laundry operations and general facility cleanup water.

Sanitary: Not reviewed | Process: | N/R. See note | Combined: | N/R.
(N/R). 3 in the Notes
section.

5. Describe any significant changes in process or flow: No significant changes in process or flow were
observed or reported at the facility during the inspection. The facility representative stated that the
software associated with the mechanical oil recovery system was in the process of being upgraded.

6. Type of pretreatment system (Describe): As previously mentioned, the facility had a water reuse system
which allowed water at the facility to constantly be recycled throughout the laundering process. Excess
wastewater or wastewater that does not meet specific parameters is treated before being discharged to the
sanitary sewer. The wastewater is collected in an overflow tank where the pH of the wastewater is
measured and adjusted using sulfuric acid (93%) and an automatic dosing system. The pH of the
wastewater is again measured before being discharged to the sanitary sewer. The pH of the effluent at the
time of the inspection was 10.42 standard units (s.u.) (refer to Photograph 1 in the attached Photograph
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Log). Two 55-gallon drums of sulfuric acid within secondary containment were observed during the
facility inspection.

X

Continuous flow \ | Batch | | Combined

7.

Condition/operation of pretreatment system (Describe): The facility’s pretreatment system appeared to
be operating properly at the time of the inspection.

Any unusual conditions or problems with the pretreatment system: The EPA Inspection Team observed a
pipe and valve on the bottom of the ‘Norchem Oil Storage Tank” which was stored in the immediate
vicinity of a floor drain. Refer to note 4 in the Notes section for additional details.

Process area description (identify raw materials and processes used): The laundry processing area and
receiving and shipping areas were not reviewed or evaluated as a component of this inspection; however,
the facility’s water reuse and treatment system was reviewed during the inspection.

The facility’s water reuse and treatment system consisted of a mechanical oil water separator, two
centrifuge-type shakers, and four ceramic filters (refer to Photograph 2 of the attached Photograph Log).
The treated wastewaters are held in storage tanks for reuse after treatment (refer to Photograph 3 of the
attached Photograph Log).The four high pressure filters were the main components of the facility’s
treatment and reuse system. The filters were ceramic and treated wastewater to the sub-micron level. The
other key component of the system was the mechanical oil water separator unit, which was installed
approximately 90 days prior to the facility inspection. The software for the separator unit was in the
process of being upgraded to enhance performance efficiencies at the time of the inspection. Oils
recovered from the separator unit were collected and stored in the ‘Norchem Oil Storage Tank’ with the
capacity of approximately 2,000 gallons. The tank was pumped by an offsite hauler approximately every
11 days.

The facility representative expressed that water was discharged to the sanitary sewer if storage capacity
is not available or if the treatment quality is below reuse specifications. The facility also had a SCADA
system for the operation of its water treatment and reuse system (refer to Photograph 4 of the attached
G&K Services Photograph Log).

Condition/operation of process area (Describe): N/R.

Any unusual conditions or problems with the process area: N/R.

10.

General housekeeping in process area (Describe): The process area was relatively clean and organized
based on the EPA Inspection Team’s walk-through to the facility’s pretreatment area.

Any unusual conditions or problems with general housekeeping in process area: No unusual conditions
or problems were observed with the housekeeping of the process area during the time of the inspection.

11.

Chemical storage area (identify the chemicals that are maintained on-site and how they are stored): The
chemical storage areas were not reviewed or evaluated as a component of this inspection.

Any floor drains? N/R. Any spill control N/R.
measures?

General housekeeping of chemical storage area (Describe): N/R.

12.

Are hazardous wastes drummed and labeled? This component was not reviewed as part of the site
inspection.

13.

Does the IU have hazardous waste manifests? N/R.

Any problems associated with hazardous waste: N/R.

14.

Solid waste production: This component was not reviewed as part of the site inspection.

Solid waste disposal method(s): N/R.
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15.  Description of sample location: The facility’s sample location was outside the building located in a
utility hole. The wastewater discharging from the facility at the time of the inspection had a light brown
hue (refer to Photograph 5 of the attached G&XK Services Photograph Log).

Sampling method/technique: Grab and composite samples were collected at the facility.

16.  Evaluation of self-monitoring Yes X | No N/A
data?
If yes, was self-monitoring adequate: N/R.

17.  Who performs the self-monitoring analysis? This component was not reviewed as part of the site
inspection.

ity inspector ha

2. This inspection was unannounced and the EPA Inspection Team had not previously planned to inspect
the facility at the beginning of the site visit component of the inspection. However, the previous site
inspection conducted earlier that day took longer than expected. The EPA Inspection Team chose to
inspect this facility based on its proximity to the previous facility’s location and to ultimately maximize
the EPA Inspection Team’s time in the field. Due to the aforementioned time constraints, the EPA
Inspection Team planned to conduct a quick inspection at the facility that mainly focused on the water
treatment and reuse system at the facility (thought to take approximately 20-30 minutes). The EPA
Inspection Team was delayed in a conference room for approximately 10 minutes prior to starting the
inspection process. Due to the available time this activity was more of a tour than a brief inspection. The
facility representatives were overwhelmed by the EPA Inspection Team’s request to conduct an
inspection with a team of representatives from the City, EPA, State, and a federal contractor. The
facility’s concerns were exacerbated by the fact the City had recently been to the facility to hold
pretreatment-related discussions.

Based on the apprehension of the facility representatives and time constraints, the facility representatives
were informed that the EPA Inspection Team intended to conduct an inspection of the facility’s
pretreatment system. The EPA Inspection Team’s process for formally documenting names and titles as
well as completing the field inspection form was not completed due to aforementioned complications.
The facility representative’s names and titles were written on a secondary field sheet so that the EPA
Inspection Team could proceed with the inspection, while not heightening the representatives concerns
that this visit was something other than a brief inspection of their new wastewater treatment system.
(Note: The secondary field sheet was lost while in transit. Information, such as representative names and
some operational specifics are not available for this report.)

3. The facility’s file (including permit application, permit, sampling data, inspection reports, facility
correspondence, and enforcement actions) was not reviewed or evaluated as a component of the field
inspection or the PCI process.

4. The facility representatives were very proud of their water treatment and reuse system and stated to
contact them in the event that additional information or mspections were needed. The EPA Inspection
Team recommended that the City conduct a thorough follow-up inspection of the facility. Two
observations were noted during the facility tour that requires additional information:

o Operation of the pH adjustment system:
- What pH values activate the system’s injection of acid?
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- How often is the instrumentation for the system (e.g. pH probes, chemical injection pumps,
etc.) calibrated?
- What are the set points for the pH wastewater alarm system?
o Norchem Oil Storage Tank:
- When is the valve on the bottom of the tank used?
- What are the operational protocols for the storage tank’s use?
- Does the facility have a slug discharge control plan?

5. The facility had a daily log sheet which was used to record information pertaining to the water treatment
and reuse system (refer to Photograph 6 of the attached G&K Services Photograph Log).
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e i a
Photograph 1. Digital pH monitor for wastewater being discharged to the sanitary sewer. The
meter was reading a pH of 10.42 standard units at this time of the inspection.

Photograph 2. View of the high pressure filters supporting the operation of the water treatment
and reuse system.
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Photograph 3. View of the storage tanks supporting the operation of the water treatment and
reuse system.

Photograph 4. View of the SCADA screen for the operation of the water treatment and reuse
system.
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Photograph 5. View of the final discharge and sampling location at the facility’s outfall. The
discharge had a light brown hue in comparison to the white foam.

Photograph 6. View of wastewater treatment and reuse system’s daily log sheet.
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SITE VISIT DATA SHEET

INSTRUCTIONS: Record observations made during the TU site visit. Provide as much detail as possible.

Name of Industry: Pipe Maintenance Services Inc.

Address of Industry: 4505 Andrews St.; North Las Vegas, NV 89081

Date of visit: 9/29/2014

| Time of visit: 1:35 p.m.

Name of inspector(s):

Perry Johnson, Water Reclamation Facility Operations Supervisor, City of North Las Vegas (City)
Kirk Medina, Utilities Operations Manager, City

Nikita Lingenfelter, Nevada Division of Environmental Protection
Jim Polek, EPA Region 9

Danny O’Connell, EPA Contractor, PG Environmental, L1.C

Provide the name(s) and title(s) of industry representative(s)

Name

Title

Phone/Email

Chad McGraw

Operations Manager

702-656-0168

1U Permit Number: NIP-8 (Class |

Exp Date: November

TU Classification: Non-categorical

Permit) 20,2010 significant industrial user (SIU).
Inspection Scheduled | X | Unscheduled PCA
Type/Purpose X | PCI New Company Complaint

Please provide the following documentation:

1. Nature of operation: The facility cleaned grease traps and interceptors by pumping accumulated debris
from the interceptors to trailer trucks. The facility stored the contents from the oil and grease interceptors
onsite. The facility specialized in cleaning large interceptor structures used by large casinos within the
area. See note 1 in the Notes section for additional details on the inspection.

2. Number of
employees

2 in the
Notes
section for
additional
details.

19, see note

Number 3
of shifts:

Hours of
operation:

24 hours per day, services
scheduled to meet client’s
specific needs. See note 3
in the Notes section.

8]

Water source: City of North Las Vegas

4. Wastestream flow(s) discharged to the POTW: The facility d

ischarged pretreated process water and wash

water from its brown and yellow grease processing operations to the City’s sewer system.

Sanitary:

Not reviewed
(N/R).

Process:

See note 4 in
the Notes
section for
additional
information.

Combined:

N/R.

5. Describe any significant changes in process or flow: At the time of the inspection, the facility had
implemented a number of significant changes to its grease processing operations, which included the
removal of the facility’s previous dissolved air floatation (DAF) unit and replacement with the ALAR
filter. The EPA Inspection Team requested a schematic diagram of the facility while onsite. A mumber of
significant discrepancies were identified between the process areas depicted on the schematic diagram
and the processes observed during the inspection. See note 5 in the Notes section of this report for

additional details.
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6.

Type of pretreatment system (Describe): Many of the facility’s primary process units are similar to
treatment technologies typically used when treating oil and grease related wastewater (i.e., DAF unit,
treatment focused on oil and water separation). The facility’s pretreatment system consists of an ALAR
filter unit and a grease interceptor. The AL AR filter used Dicalite-Diatomite (a diatomaceous earth
mixture) and a drum filter to remove oil and grease from the wastewater. The wastewater is then sent to a
grease trap prior to discharging to the City’s sanitary sewer.

Continuous flow \ | Batch | X | Combined

7.

Condition/operation of pretreatment system (Describe): The facility’s ALAR filter system appeared to be
operating properly at the time of the inspection. The EPA Inspection Team observed that the system was
generating relatively dry solid waste (refer to Photograph 1 of the attached Pipe Maintenance Services,
Inc. Photograph Log).

The facility’s grease interceptor appeared to be approximately half full. The wastewater level in the
interceptor was approximately two feet below the system’s high water mark. The EPA Inspection Team
observed holes in the wall of the grease trap (refer to Photographs 3 and 4 of the attached Pipe
Maintenance Services, Inc. Photograph Log).

Any unusual conditions or problems with the pretreatment system: The EPA Inspection Team observed
holes in the walls of the grease trap that would allow the collected grease and possible wastewater to
overflow on to the ground. The EPA Inspection Team also identified a black utility hose discharging
directly into a trench drain that flowed to the facility’s sample location. This water had the potential to
dilute the wastewater, thus providing unrepresentative effluent samples for compliance monitoring. See
notes 6 and 7 in the Notes section for further detail and Photographs 3 through 11 of the attached Pipe
Maintenance Services, Inc. Photograph Log.

Process area description (identify raw materials and processes used): The facility’s raw materials
consisted of used cooking oils in addition to grease interceptor and trap wastes. Wastes collected from
servicing client’s collection and storage units were processed into raw stock yellow and brown grease for
sale to rendering and biodiesel facilities. The wastes were received via pumper truck and processed
through a series of heated tanks and a centrifuge, referred to as a “Tricanter” (refer to Photographs 12
and 13 of the attached Pipe Maintenance Services, Inc. Photograph I.og). During the inspection, the
facility representative provided schematic diagrams to the EPA Inspection Team, refer to Attachments
l.a and 1.b of the Pipe Maintenance Services, Inc. Photograph Log. Attachment 1.a provides a schematic
of the brown grease processing sequence and Attachment 1.b provides a schematic of the yellow grease
processing sequence (refer to Photograph 14 of the attached Pipe Maintenance Services, Inc. Photograph
Log). It should be noted that at the time of the inspection, the EPA Inspection Team modified the
schematics to represent the current process operations.

Condition/operation of process area (Describe): The brown grease processing area was located outside.
The movement and management of grease and general debris associated with grease was a very elaborate
process that observed many hoses and pipes (refer to Photographs 12 and 13 of the attached Pipe
Maintenance Services, Inc. Photograph Log). The yellow grease (and cooking oils) processing area was
housed within the warehouse structure. The vellow grease process was more basic and cleaner than the
brown grease processing operation (refer to Photograph 14 of the attached Pipe Maintenance Services,
Inc. Photograph Log).

Any unusual conditions or problems with the process area: No unusual conditions or problems were
observed with the process area during the time of the inspection.

10.

General housekeeping in process area (Describe): The brown grease process area was covered with
various degrees of cake grease and general debris. The area had numerous pipes and hoses going in many
directions. A lot of the brown grease process area was covered with oil, grease, and general viscous
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Inc. Photograph Log).

the time of the inspection (refer to Photograph 14 Pipe Maintenance Services, Inc. of the attached
Photograph Log).

liquids that made walking hazardous (refer to Photograph 13 of the attached Pipe Maintenance Services,

The yellow grease process area was located within the facility warehouse and was clean and organized at

of grease. Apart from this hazard, no unusual conditions or problems were observed with the
housekeeping of the process area during the time of the inspection.

Any unusual conditions or problems with general housekeeping in process area: Due to the nature of the
facility’s operations, it was hazardous to walk through some of the process areas due to the accumulation

Inc. Photograph Log.

11.  Chemical storage area (identify the chemicals that are maintained on-site and how they are stored): The
facility’s chemical storage area was housed in the boiler room. In the chemical storage area the EPA
Inspection team observed a 55-gallon drum and multiple 5-gallon containers of what appeared to be a
boiler water treatment chemical, however, at least one of the containers had multiple labels. The drum
and the containers were not within secondary containment. See notes 8 and 9in the Notes section for
additional information and refer to Photographs 15 and 16 of the attached Pipe Maintenance Services,

Any floor drains? Yes. See notes 8 and 9 | Any spill control No.
in the Notes section of | measures?
this report for

additional details.

floor. See notes 8 and 9 in the Notes section of this report and Photograph 15 of the attached Pipe
Maintenance Services, Inc. Photograph Log for additional details.

General housekeeping of chemical storage area (Describe): The chemical storage area within the boiler
room was relatively clean and organized. The EPA Inspection Team observed an unknown liquid on the

12.  Are hazardous wastes drummed and labeled? N/R.

13.  Does the IU have hazardous waste manifests? This component was not reviewed as part of the site
inspection.

Any problems associated with hazardous waste: N/R.

general solids collected from the oil and grease interceptors and traps.

14, Solid waste production: Solid waste was produced at the facility in the form of AL AR filter cake and

Solid waste disposal method(s): Solid wastes were collected and hauled offsite for proper disposal.

15.  Description of sample location: The facility’s sample point was located at the sampling well,
downstream of the grease trap prior to the discharge entering the City’s sewer.

Sampling method/technique: Grab and composite samples were collected at the facility.

16.  Evaluation of self-monitoring Yes X | No N/A
data?

If ves, was self-monitoring adequate: N/R.

the facility’s contract laboratory, Veritas Laboratories

17.  Who performs the self-monitoring analysis? The self-monitoring samples were collected and analyzed by

1. The City inspector accompanying the EPA Inspection Team was not responsible for inspecting this
facility on a regular basis. The City inspector had been to the facility in the past to collect effluent
monitoring date in order to confirm compliance with permit limits.
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6.

The facility representative stated that maintaining employees can be challenging at times due to the
nature of the work and varying hours. The facility typically has eight plant operators, three vacuum truck
operators, and eight tractor trailer drivers.

The typical hours of operation for the processing area were from midnight to 10 p.m. Most of the grease
interceptor pumping was conducted during night hours.

Wastewater flow volume from the facility varies depending upon the quality and volume of wastes
received form the grease interceptors and traps that are processed at the facility. It should be noted that a
permit application for the facility was not available in facility’s pretreatment file. It was unclear to the
EPA Inspection Team how the volume and nature of wastewater was evaluated during the permitting
process.

The EPA Inspection Team observed significant discrepancies between the facility schematic diagrams
provided during the inspection and the actual conditions observed at the facility. The following
discrepancies were observed:

¢ Brown grease process area schematic—The schematic provided to the EPA Inspection Team (refer to
Attachment 1.a of this report) showed that the facility used a DAF unit for treatment, although the
DAF unit had been replaced with the current ALLAR system which was not depicted on the schematic
diagram (refer to Photograph 1 of the attached Pipe Maintenance Services, Inc. Photograph Log).
The facility also used additional tanks (two-5,000 gallon finished brown oil) located adjacent to the
grease separation and storage area, which were not shown on the schematic diagram. The EPA
Inspection Team observed that a lime slurry was added to the brown grease process to aid in
maintaining a consistent viscosity of the grease during the processing. However, this treatment step
was not depicted on the facility schematic diagram provided to the EPA Inspection Team (refer to
Photograph 2 of the attached Pipe Maintenance Services, Inc. Photograph Log).

¢ Yellow grease process area schematic—The facility schematic diagram shows four-10 micron filters
in the yellow grease processing area, however, the EPA Inspection Team observed three-10 micron
filters (refer to Attachment 1.b of this report).

It is strongly recommended that the City follow-up with the facility to ensure that the facility updates the
schematic diagrams to accurately reflect the process flow occurring at the facility. The City should also
obtain these updated schematic diagrams. It is also recommended that the City and facility
representatives discuss the changes to the wastewater treatment process, and stress that the facility
representatives notify the City prior to implementing such changes.

The EPA Inspection Team observed a number of holes at the high water mark in the grease interceptor
tank (refer to Photographs 3 and 4 in the attached Pipe Maintenance Services, Inc. Photograph log).
Some of the holes were used to convey pipes leading into the interceptor (refer to Photograph 3in the
attached Pipe Maintenance Services, Inc. Photograph Log). However, a hole was observed in the side of
the interceptor that did not house a hose or pipe (refer to Photograph 4 in the attached Pipe Maintenance
Services, Inc. Photograph Log). It should be noted that the high water mark was located at the hole in the
terceptor wall. Due to the condition of the interceptor, it appeared that in the event that the interceptor
fills above the high level mark, oil, grease, and debris would spill onto the ground in the process area.
Although secondary containment was provided for the area, the cleanup from an interceptor spill may
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impact the quality of the wastewater discharged to the City. According to Part B.1 of the standard
conditions of the facility’s permit, “The permittee shall at all times properly operate and maintain all
facilities and systems of treatment and control which are installed or used by the permittee to achieve
compliance with conditions of this permit.” Due to the lack of standard operating procedures for the
grease interceptor tank, the level of the high water mark in relation to the hole, and potential for overflow
to spill from the tank, it appeared that the interceptor was not being properly operated. Therefore, the
City 1is required to ensure that the facility properly operates and maintains the process equipment in
accordance with Part B.1 of the standard conditions of the facility’s permit. The EPA Inspection Team
also requested standard operating procedures for the interceptor, which the facility was unable to
provide. It 1s also recommended that the City conduct a follow-up inspection to ensure that appropriate
procedures are in place to eliminate spills and/or events that may create slug-like discharges to the
sanitary sewer.

During the inspection of the boiler room at the facility, a black hose was observed running from a
potable water source into the facility’s trench drain. It was estimated that the potable water was running
at about half of the capacity of the flow rate at the time of the inspection. The EPA Inspection Team
traced the destination of the trench drain to a pipe, which mixed with the wastewater from the grease
interceptor prior to the sampling location (refer to Photographs 5 through 11 of the attached Pipe
Maintenance Services, Inc. Photograph Log). From the observations during the facility inspection, the
facility was utilizing the potable water from the black hose to dilute the wastewater prior to discharging
to the City’s sewer. According to 40 CFR 403.6(d) of the federal regulations, “except where expressly
authorized to do so by an applicable Pretreatment Standard or Requirement, no Industrial User shall ever
increase the use of process water, or in any other way attempt to dilute a Discharge as a partial or
complete substitute for adequate treatment to achieve compliance with a Pretreatment Standard or
Requirement.” A similar statement prohibiting the use of dilution as treatment is stated in Part A.9 of the
standard conditions of the facility’s permit. Additionally, Part A.11.b.16 of the standard conditions of the
facility’s permit states that no water added for the purpose of diluting wastes which would otherwise
exceed the applicable maximum concentration limitations shall not be discharged into the City’s sewer
system. The City is required to ensure that the facility does not increase the use of potable water or in
any other way attempt to use dilution as a method of treatment for its process wastewater in accordance
with 40 CFR 403.6(d) of the federal regulations and Part A.9 and Part A.11.b.16 of the facility’s permit.

The chemical storage area in the boiler room is serviced by a floor trench and drain. If there was a
chemical spill in this area it had the potential to enter the floor drain and flow by gravity directly to the
City’s sewer system. Part I, Monitoring and Reporting, Ttem L, Spill Containment Systems, of the
facility’s expired Class I Wastewater Control Permit states, “Secondary containment is required for all
petroleum and chemical products in containers greater than five gallons.” Therefore, the City is required
to ensure that the facility store the chemicals in the boiler room inside secondary containment in
accordance with Part I1, Ttem L. of the permit.

The facility’s current operating conditions associated with chemical storage could lead to chemical spills
directly to the sanitary sewer. The federal regulations at 40 CFR 403.8(t)(2)(v1) state that the POTW
shall “evaluate whether each Significant Industrial User needs a plan or other action to control Slug
Discharges.” The EPA Inspection Team was unable to confirm if the facility had been evaluated for the
need to develop a slug discharge control plan (SDCP) due to lack of documentation. Due to the
uncontained chemical storage area in the boiler room being stored within the direct vicinity of a sewer
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10.

connection, the City is required to evaluate the need for the facility to develop a SDCP in accordance
with the federal regulations at 40 CFR 403.8(H)(2)(v1).

According to the facility representative, it can take up to eight hours to clean a large grease interceptor
unit, while a small restaurant grease trap may take as little as 3 minutes to clean. Some of the large
interceptors can range from 20,000 to 50,000 gallons. The cleaning operation typically involves the use
of a vacuum truck to clean and pump materials to a 5,000 gallon trailer for transport back to the facility
for processing. The facility has four vacuum trucks and 19 tractor/trailer units. They also have a video
truck, but stated that it’s not used for evaluating sewer lines.
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Photograph 1. View of the current ALAR filter unit that has replaced facility’s DAF unit. The
ALAR filter was not depicted on the schematic of the facility’s brown grease processing area.

%

Photograph 2. View of lime slurry addition system, which was not depicted on the schematic
diagram of the facility’s brown grease processing area.
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Pipe access
h

Photograph 3. View of grease interceptor wastewater level, influent pipe from the ALAR unit,
and pipe access holes at the high water mark of the grease interceptor.

Photograph 4. View of grease interceptor wastewater level and a hole at the high water mark at
the facility’s grease interceptor.
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Photograph 5. View of the black utility hose connected to the portable water hose tap, leading
into the boiler room.

Photograph 6. View of the black utility hose running into the boiler room trench drain.
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Photograph 7. Close-up view of the boiler room floor trench and drain. A black utility hose
was found running in the floor trench, as depicted in Photograph 6, above.

Photograph 8. View of the discharge line following the perimeter of the exterior edge of the
property from the facility’s boiler room.
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Photograph 9. View of the discharge line following the perimeter of the process area at the
exterior edge of the property. It unclear why there was a “Y” connector at this location or if this
location was used for pumping directly to the sewer.

Photograph 10. View of the discharge line depicted in Photograph 8 following the perimeter of
the process area.
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Photograph 11. View of the facility’s process discharge lines to the City’s sewer system.

Photograph 12. View of receiving and shipping area for raw and finished grease. The area
housed four heated storage tanks (20,000 gallons each) and various equipment for grease
processing operations.
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%

Photograph 13. Example of the network of pipes and hoses used to transport grease throughout
the process area at the facility.

Photograph 14. View of the yellow grease process area, located within the warehouse.
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o

Photograph 15. View of the boiler chemicals stored without secondary containment. Although
the liquid on the floor did not omit an odor, the source of the liquid was unknown.

Photograph 16. View of the label on the 55-gallon drum in the boiler room. The drum appeared
to have two chemical labels on its side wall: one for BWT-C6 and the other for BWT-SI-PP5. It
was unclear to the EPA Inspection Team which chemical was housed in the drum.
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SITE VISIT DATA SHEET

INSTRUCTIONS: Record observations made during the TU site visit. Provide as much detail as possible.

Name of Industry: Thermofluids, Inc.

Address of Industry: 4000 Arcata Way; North Las Vegas, NV 89030

Date of visit: 9/30/2014 | Time of visit: 9:15 a.m.

Name of inspector(s):

Dominic Marvelli, Pretreatment Inspector, City of North Las Vegas (City)
Nikita Lingenfelter, Nevada Division of Environmental Protection

Kettie Holland, EPA Contractor, PG Environmental, LLC

Provide the name(s) and title(s) of industry representative(s)

Name Title Phone/Email
Drew Lane Plant operator 702-642-9994
1U Permit Number: NLLV-19 Exp Date: 5/31/2015 IU Classification: Class I significant
industrial user (SIU).
Inspection Scheduled | X| Unscheduled PCA
Type/Purpose X | PCI New Company Complaint

Please provide the following documentation:

1. Nature of operation: The facility received and recycled used antifreeze; the recycling process involved
distilling and blending. The facility also accepted hauled wastewater from a satellite location (at 9 West
Delhi Avenue; North Las Vegas), including wastewater and stormwater recovered from oily water
separators, car wash interceptors, and water used for testing wells and underground storage tanks
(hydrotesting). The wastewaters were hauled from the West Delhi Avenue facility to the Arcata Way
facility, where they were pretreated prior to being discharged to the sanitary sewer. See notes 1 and 2 in
the Notes section for further information.

2. Number of 4 Number | 3 Hours of 24 hours per day, 5 days
employees of shifts: operation: per week.

3. Water source: City of North Las Vegas

4. Wastestream flow(s) discharged to the POTW: The facility did not generate or discharge wastewater
from its antifreeze recycling process. The other Thermofluids facility located at West Delhi Avenue
collected wastewater/stormwater from oily water separators, car wash interceptors, and hydro testing
activities. The facility representative stated that the West Delht Avenue facility treated the collected
wastewater/stromwater via a gravity separator and an oil and water separator and then hauled the treated
waters to the Arcata Way facility. The facility representative stated that the West Delhi Avenue facility
did not have a sewer connection for discharging the collected wastewater, so the company hauled the
wastewater to the Arcata Way Facility which was discharged to the City’s sanitary sewer. See notes 1
and 2 in the Notes section for further information.

Sanitary: Notreviewed | Process: | Approximately | Combined: | N/R.
(N/R). 4,100 gallons
per week.

5. Describe any significant changes in process or flow: No significant changes in process or flow were
observed at the facility during the time of the inspection.

6.  Type of pretreatment system (Describe): The facility’s wastewater pretreatment system consists of a 100-
micron sock filter that removes solids from the wastewater and a granularly activated carbon (GAC) unit
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to further filter the wastewater prior to its discharge to the sanitary sewer. The facility representative
stated that the sock filter is changed each time the facility discharges wastewater to the sanitary sewer
connection. According to the facility representative, the GAC unit is changed approximately every three
months.

The facility representative stated that the wastewater collected at the West Delhi Avenue facility is
introduced to a gravity separator and an oil/water separator. Once the separation process is complete, the

wastewater is hauled to the Arcata Way facility for further treatment and disposal to the sanitary sewer.

NOTE: The pretreatment system is reported as it was observed during the inspection.

| Continuous flow \ X Batch ' | Combined

7.

Condition/operation of pretreatment system (Describe): The pretreatment system was not operating at the
time of the inspection. The pretreatment system was located outside at the central area of the facility,
north of the main process building.

Any unusual conditions or problems with the pretreatment system: No unusual conditions or problems
were observed with the pretreatment system at the time of the inspection.

Process area description (identify raw materials and processes used): The facility’s recycling operation
consisted of distilling and purifying the used antifreeze to prepare it for reuse. The facility collected and
hauled the used antifreeze from Jiffy Tube and other automotive facilities in 5,000-gallon tanker trucks.
The used antifreeze was pumped from the tanker trunks to one of three 12,590-gallon storage tanks. The
facility representative stated that company policy dictated filling the storage tanks to 90% of their total
capacity.

From the storage tanks, the used antifreeze was pumped to the distillation area in the main process
building. There, the used antifreeze was filtered by a 10-micron filter to remove solids and debris. Next,
it was pumped to what the facility representative referred to as “pretreatment tanks,” each with a 6,500
gallon capacity, where it was chemically treated. After that, it was pumped to a clarifying tank and then
to one of two feeder tanks. Then the antifreeze was sent through a distillation unit to remove any excess
water. The treated antifreeze was stored in a different tank before undergoing a second distillation
process. The antifreeze was blended with a glycol mixture to form the final product.

The slurry from the pretreatment tanks was introduced into a filter press to form filter cake, which was
hauled offsite for disposal.

Condition/operation of process area (Describe): The process area was small and crowded due to the size
of tanks and equipment used for the antifreeze recycling process.

Any unusual conditions or problems with the process area: The facility may be discharging wastewater
to the sewer generated from potential categorical operations. Refer to note 2 in the Notes section for
further detail.

10.

General housekeeping in process area (Describe): The process area was relatively clean and free of
debris.

Any unusual conditions or problems with general housekeeping in process area: No unusual conditions
or problems with general housekeeping were noted in the process area at the time of the inspection.

11.

Chemical storage area (identify the chemicals that are maintained on-site and how they are stored): The
majority of the chemicals at the facility were stored at a warehouse located north of the main process
building. During the inspection of the warehouse, the inspection team identified approximately fourteen
275-gallon totes of antifreeze and three rows of 55-gallon drums stacked three levels high; none had
secondary containment. A floor drain was located inside one of the closets at the warehouse, but it
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appeared to be blocked with solid debris at the time of the inspection. See notes 3 and 4 in the Notes
section for further detail.

Any floor drains? Yes. Any spill control No. See notes 3 and 4 in
measures? the Notes section.

General housekeeping of chemical storage area (Describe): The chemical storage area in the warehouse
was clean and free of debris during the inspection.

12.  Are hazardous wastes drummed and labeled? N/R.

13.  Does the IU have hazardous waste manifests? The facility representative stated that the facility did not
generate hazardous waste.

Any problems associated with hazardous waste: No problems associated with hazardous waste were
noted during the time of the inspection.

14, Solid waste production: The facility produced solid waste in the form of filter cake from the antifreeze
recycling process and spent filters from the wastewater treatment process.

Solid waste disposal method(s): The filter cake from the antifreeze recycling process was disposed of at
the Las Vegas Paving Hydrocarbon facility.

15, Description of sample location: The sampling point at the facility was located north and directly outside
of the main process building at a manhole near the wastewater pretreatment sock filter and GAC unit.

Sampling method/technique: The facility was required to collect grab and composite samples.

16.  Evaluation of self-monitoring Yes X | No N/A
data?

If yes, was self-monitoring adequate: Not applicable.

17.  Who performs the self-monitoring analysis? This component was not reviewed as part of the inspection.

1. At the beginning of the facility inspection, the facility representative stated that the facility had a sanitary
sewer connection point, located to the north of the main process building. This connection point was
primarily used by Thermofluids, Inc.’s facility at 9 West Delhi Avenue (North Las Vegas) to discharge
wastewater. At the 9 West Delhi Avenue facility, wastewater and stormwater recovered from oily water
separators, car wash interceptors, and hydrotesting waters were collected and ultimately hauled to the
Arcata Way facility for treatment and discharge to the City’s sanitary sewer.

According to Chapter 13.28.085 of the City’s SUQ, “Tt is unlawful for any user to discharge or cause to
be discharged into the system any rainwater, stormwater, groundwater, street drainage, subsurface
drainage... or other uncontaminated water, other than air conditioning condensate.” According to the
information provided by the facility representative, wastewater with the potential to contain rainwater,
stormwater, groundwater, and street drainage was being discharged to the sanitary sewer from the
facility. The City is required to ensure that the facility is not discharging these prohibited waters to the
City’s sewer system in accordance with section 13.28.085 of the City’s SUO.

2. Although wastewater was not generated at the Arcata Way facility, potential non-hazardous oily wastes
were being collected from interceptors and storm drains and were taken to the West New Delhi facility
for treatment. The wastewaters were then hauled to the Arcata Way facility from the West New Delhi
facility to be further treated and ultimately discharged to the City’s sanitary sewer. According to the
information provided by the facility representative and the observations made during the inspection, non-
hazardous wastewater pumped from oily/water separators (potentially containing oily wastes) were
collected from various locations and hauled from the West Delhi Avenue facility to the Arcata Way
facility. At the Arcata Way facility, the wastewater was treated and discharged to the City’s sanitary
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sewer. These activities may be indicative of the facility acting as a centralized waste treatment facility,
which is subject to the categorical regulations at 40 CFR 437.

According to the federal regulations at 40 CFR 403.8(f)(2)(ii1), the City is required to notify each
significant industrial user of its status as such and of all requirements applicable to it as a result of such
status. Due to the potential for non-hazardous oily waste to be generated, collected and hauled to the
facility, and ultimately discharged to the sewer from the Arcata way facility, the City is required to
further evaluate the operations at the facility and assess the facility’s potential classification as a CIU.
The City 1s required to ensure that it properly notifies each significant industrial user of its status as such
and of all requirements applicable to it as a result of such status in accordance with the federal
regulations at 40 CFR 403.8(£)(2)(111). The City should ensure that it properly classifies the facility and
includes applicable categorical (including sub-category) limits within the facility’s permit so that the
facility is aware of what it is required to comply with.

During the inspection, the inspection team observed a significant quantity of antifreeze and other
chemicals without secondary containment or other spill control measures in the chemical storage area
located at the warehouse. The City inspector asked the facility representative about secondary
containment for the warehouse and the facility representative responded that the facility was thinking
about including a containment berm around the area. It is recommended that the City follow up with the
facility to ensure that chemicals are properly stored and contained.

The floor drain located in a closet at the facility’s warehouse appeared to be unintentionally blocked with
solid debris, but was not completely sealed. It is strongly recommended that the City conduct a followup
inspection to determine the potential for chemicals in the warehouse to be discharged to the sanitary
sewer from the floor drain. Further, the City should determine if the floor drain needs a more permanent
seal and should inspect the floor drain area as part of its annual inspection.

The facility representative stated that tanker truck interiors are washed at the Arcata Way facility.
Specifically, the tanker truck interiors are washed between cycles when the facility switches from
hauling used product to hauling fresh antifreeze (and vice versa). The facility representative stated that
the wastewater from the truck washing operations was collected in a sump at the truck washing area of
the facility. From there it was pumped to the 12,590-gallon storage tank, where it was stored prior to
being used in the antifreeze recycling process.
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CINTAS
Date | Parameter l Result | Limit ‘ Unit
11/9/2011 BOD 666 600 mg/L
11/9/2011 DS 2,470 1,200 mg/L
10/6/2011 TDS 2156 1200 mg/L
3/25/2011 BOD 646 600 mg/L
3/25/2011 TDS 2390 1200 mg/L
3/23/2010 TDS 1510 1200 mg/L
Pipe Maintenance Services, Inc.

Date | Parameter l Result | Limit ‘ Unit
2/9/2010 BOD 3,800 200 mg/L
2/9/2010 DS 4,700 1200 mg/L

8/10/2010 Cu 3.49 3.36 mg/L
11/3/2010 BOD 7,820 200 mg/L
11/3/2010 TDS 2,820 1,200 mg/L
11/3/2010 TSS 8,880 200 mg/L
3/1/2011 BOD 17,000 200 mg/L
3/1/2011 TDS 2,856 1,200 mg/L
3/1/2011 1SS 17,000 200 mg/L

Darling International

Date | Parameter l Result | Limit ‘ Unit
3/30/2010 BOD 3,120 200 mg/L
3/30/2010 TDS 4,650 1200 mg/L
3/30/2010 TSS 230 200 mg/L

9/3/2010 BOD 2085 200 mg/L
9/3/2010 TDS 3750 1,200 mg/L
11/3/2010 BOD 2,124 200 mg/L
11/3/2010 DS 4,170 1,200 mg/L
11/3/2010 TSS 540 200 mg/L

11/3/2010 HEM-Polar 388 300 mg/L

9/8/2011 BOD 2,480 200 mg/L
9/8/2011 DS 2,450 1,200 mg/L
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9/8/2011 TSS 324 200 mg/L
12/1/2011 BOD 1,656 200 mg/L
12/1/2011 DS 2,933 1,200 mg/L
12/1/2011 TSS 223 200 mg/L
12/1/2011 HEM-Polar 3339 300 mg/L
11/7/2013 BOD 4,780 200 mg/L
11/7/2013 DS 4,865 1,200 mg/L
11/7/2013 TSS 490 200 mg/L

Sunshine Fresh
Date | Parameter l Result | Limit ‘ Unit
6/10/2010 BOD 2,639 200 mg/L
6/10/2010 DS 2,028 1200 mg/L
6/10/2010 BOD 4,560 200 mg/L
6/10/2010 DS 2,632 1200 mg/L
6/10/2010 TSS 320 200 mg/L
6/10/2010 pH 49 5toll suU
6/16/2011 BOD 250 200 mg/L
6/16/2011 DS 3,872 1200 mg/L
6/16/2011 BOD 1,800 200 mg/L
6/16/2011 DS 4,824 1200 mg/L
6/16/2011 pH 42 5toll SuU
11/9/2011 BOD 1,255 200 mg/L
11/9/2011 DS 2,620 1200 mg/L
Blue Beacon Truck Wash

Date | Parameter l Result | Limit ‘ Unit
1/8/2010 Phosphorus 103 14 mg/L
1/8/2010 DS 2,820 1200 mg/L
7/16/2010 Phosphorus 34.5 14 mg/L
7/16/2010 TDS 1320 1200 mg/L
10/14/2010 Phosphorus 103 14 mgfL
10/14/2010 DS 1,395 1,200 mg/L
7/8/2011 Phosphorus 37.5 14 mg/L

7/8/2011 DS 1,616 1,200 mg/L
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1/13/2012 Phosphorus 70.7 14 mg/L
1/13/2012 TDS 2,580 1,200 mg/L
1/13/2012 TSS 965 750 mg/L
1/13/2012 Cadmium 0.26 0.15 mg/L
1/13/2012 Copper 2.63 0.6 mg/L
1/13/2012 Lead 0.44 0.2 mg/L
1/14/2013 DS 4,545 1,200 mg/L
7/23/2014 DS 1,650 1,200 mg/L
1/21/2014 DS 3,295 1,200 mg/L
7/10/2014 Phosphorus 131 14 mgfL
7/10/2014 DS 1,528 1200 mg/L
Thermofluids, Inc.
Date | Parameter ' Result | Limit ‘ Unit
7/7/2010 BOD 2,000 600 mg/L
7/19/2011 BOD 3,700 600 mg/L
7/19/2011 DS 3,090 1200 mg/L
7/16/2013 TDS 1,664 1200 mg/L
1/14/2014 BOD 1,100 600 mg/L
1/14/2014 Phosphorus 170 14 mg/L
1/14/2014 DS 2,438 1200 mg/L
7/15/2014 DS 1,632 1200 mg/L
Republic Services of Southern Nevada
Date | Parameter l Result | Limit ‘ Unit
4/8/2013 BOD 1,500 600 mg/L
4/8/2013 Phosphorus 31 14 mg/L
4/8/2013 DS 5,712 1200 mg/L
10/7/2013 DS 4,160 1200 mg/L
10/31/2013 Ammonia 109 61 mg/L
10/31/2013 TDS 2545 1200 mg/L
City of North Las Vegas 126
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4/7/2014 BOD 2,200 600 mg/L
4/7/2014 Phosphorus 26 14 mg/L
4/7/2014 TDS 3,884 1200 mg/L
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